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THE  BOSTON  FEUIT  AND  PRODUCE  EXCHANGE 
V.  THE  NEW  YORK  &  NEW  ENGLAND  RAILROAD 
COMPANY,  THE  NEW  YORK,  NEW  HAVEN  & 
HARTFORD  RAILROAD  COMPANY,  THE  PENN- 
SYLVANIA RAILROAD  COMPANY,  THE  CEN- 
TRAL RAILROAD  COMPANY  OF  NEW  JERSEY, 
AND  THE  LEHIGH  VALLEY  RAILROAD  COM- 
PANY. 


Application  for  rehearing  filed  by  the  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Company  May 
11.  1891.— Hearing  on  Application  for  rehearing  had  June  22,  1891.— 
I>ecision  filed  July  2, 1891. 


At  the  hearing  of  this  case  upon  its  merits,  the  Commission  prescribed 
the  freight  rate  upon  peaches  in  carload  lots,  from  New  Jersey  and  the 
Delaware  Peninsula,  to  Boston,  Massachusetts.  One  of  the  defendants 
filed  a  motion  for  rehearing,  based  upon  the  claim  that  some  of  the  other 
defendants  construed  the  decision  of  the  Commission  as  justifying  them 
in  insisting  that  the  freight  cheirge  prescribed  should  be  divided  among 
the  carriers  on  a  mileage  basis  merely: 

Held,  That  the  former  decision  of  the  Commission  could  not  be  fairly  con- 
strued as  justifying  the  claim  that  the  single  freight  charge  between  the 
interstate  points  should  be  divided  on  a  mileage  basis  merely;  that  many^ 
of  the  considerations  which  induced  the  fixing  of  an  increased  rate  for 
the  special  service  were  peculiar  to  the  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Company 
an<i  in  which  the  other  carriers  cast  of  the  Harlem  River  did  not  par- 
ticipate: that,  under  the  pleadings  and  evidence  in  this  case,  the  Com- 
mission could  only  prescribe  a  single  rate  for  the  service  as  an  en- 
tirety, to  be  reasonably  and  fairly  divided  among  the  several  carriers 
by  themselves:  that  the  motion  for  a  rehearing  be  overruled. 

Jameji  A.  Logan  and  George  V,  Massey,  for  Pennsylvania 
B.  R.  Co.,  in  support  of  the  application. 

Francis  I,  Goicen,  for  Lehigh  Valley  R.  R.  Co. 

F,  C.  Manclieater^  for  complainant,  in  opposition  to  the 
apphcation. 

MEMORANDUM. 

By  THE  Commission  : 

The  Commission  having  decided,  in  this  case,  that  the 
ransportution  of  peaches  by  the  defendants,  from  the  peach 
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growing  districts  of  New  Jersey  and  the  Delaware  Peninsula, 
to  Boston,  Massachusetts,  was  essentially  interstate  traffic, 
and  therefore  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Commission, 
thereupon,  in  view  of  the  facts  found  and  reported,  pre- 
scribed a  maximum  rate  of  freight  charge,  when  carried  in 
corload  lots,  of  fourteen  dollars  a  net  ton,  in  cars  of  fifteen 
tons'  capacity,  and  at  the  rate  of  sixteen  dollars  a  net  ton,  in 
cars  of  twelve  tons'  capacity,  and  at  the  rate  of  eighteen  dol- 
lars a  net  ton,  in  cars  of  nine  tons'  capacity,  and  having 
established  these  rates  for  the  station  of  Wyoming,  Delaware, 
which  was  taken  as  an  illustration,  the  rates  for  the  other 
stations  were  fixed  by  relation  to  those  rates,  the  same  being 
greater  or  less,  according  to  the  respective  distances  of  those 
stations  from  Boston,  as  appears  from  the  former  opinion 
and  the  order  issued  thereon. 

The  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Company,  one  of  the  defend- 
ants, now  moves  for  a  rehearing,  alleging  as  causes  therefor : 

First  That  its  connecting  lines  construe  the  opinion  of 
the  Commission  as  justifying  them  in  insisting  on  the  rate  of 
4  48-100  cents  per  ton  per  mile,  for  the  proportion  of  the 
haul,  which,  if  accepted  by  this  company,  would  result  in  a 
reduction  of  about  twenty-five  per  cent,  for  its  proportion  of 
the  haul  from  Wyoming  to  Jersey  City.  That  a  reduction 
to  that  amount,  or  any  considerable  proportion  thereof,  would 
be  unjust  and  unreasonable. 

Second.  That  the  special,  optional  service,  afforded  by  the 
Pennsylvania  Railroad  Company  and  the  lines  south  of  it, 
cannot  be  furnished  at  a  rate  in  any  substantial  degree  less 
than  that  now  charged. 

Under  this  second  alleged  cause,  it  is  specified  that  the 
cars  fitted  up  for  the  service  all  belong  to  the  Pennsylvania 
Railroad  Company,  or  its  affiliated  lines,  and  none  of  them 
are  furnished  by  the  other  railroad  companies,  that  it  is  able 
to  furnish  equipment  for  the  business,  but  at  the  expense  of  its 
other  service ;  that  it  puts  the  fittings  into  the  cars,  rendered 
necessary  by  the  demands  of  the  traffic,  and  the  other  com- 
panies do  not  reimburse  it  therefor  ;  that  the  transportation 
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of  peaches  by  the  special  service  interferes  with  its  other 
business  and  has  resulted  in  a  loss  of  revenue  ;  that  shippers 
of  other  merchandise  have  been  unable,  during  the  peach 
season,  by  reason  of  the  withdrawal  of  the  cars  for  this  ser- 
Tice,  to  obtain  facilities  for  the  shipment  of  such  other  mer- 
chandise. 

It  was  insisted  at  the  time  of  the  original  hearing  of  this 
case,  that  the  traffic  was  not  interstate  business,  but  that  in 
the  movement  of  the  peaches  by  this  special  service,  the  sev- 
eral railroad   companies   were   quite   independent   of   each 
other,  but  the  Commission  held  otherwise  and  that  the  busi- 
ness was    essentially  interstate   in   its   character    and   was 
treated  as  a  single  ti:Ansaction  between  the  combined  defend- 
ant railroad  companies  on  the  one  hand,  and  the  shippers  on 
the  other.     Having  determined  this  much,  upon  the  case  as 
presented,  the  Commission  could  only  prescribe  a  single  rate 
for  the  entire  service,  and  accordingly  fixed  the  charges  above 
set  forth. 

The  present  motion  of  the  Pennsylvania  Bailroad  Com- 
pany does  not  expressly  state  that  there  are  any  new  facts 
which  might  be  develpped  by  a  reopening  of  the  case,  which 
would  materially  affect  the  decision  of  the  Commission  as  to 
the  freight  charges,  treated  as  an  entirety.  It  is  fairly  infer- 
able from  the  motion  that  the  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Com- 
pany does  not  now  claim  to  have  any  new  facts,  bearing  upon 
that  question,  which  it  did  not  present  upon  the  occasion  of 
the  hearing  upon  the  merits,  but  it  complains  rather  of  injus- 
tice to  it,  unless  the  other  defendants  divide  the  rate  which 
the  Commission  has  fixed,  otherwise  than  upon  a  mileage 
basis. 

The  Commission  was  only  called  upon  by  the  complainant 
to  prescribe  a  just  and  reasonable  maximum  freight  charge 
to  be  made  for  this  through  interstate  business.  It  there- 
fore, under  the  pleadings  of  the  parties,  had  nothing  to  do 
with  the  proportionate  shares  of  the  different  carriers. 
These  divisions  may  sometimes  very  properly  be  scrutinized 
by  the  Commission,  in  arriving  at  a  just  and  reasonable  rate 
(Nicolai  &  Brady  v.  The  Pennsylvania  E.  R.  Co.,  2  I.  C.  C. 
Rep.  131 ;  2  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  78),  for  the  divisions  agreed 
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to  between  the  carriers  "are  not  without  significance  in 
determining  what  are  reasonable  rates  for  the  whole  distance 
in  question ; "  but  as  an  original  proposition  in  the  matter  of 
fixing  of  a  through  rate,  especially  in  dealing  with  peculiar 
circumstances  such  as  are  developed  by  this  case,  the  Com- 
mission can  only  say  what  is  a  just  and  reasonable  charge  for 
the  whole  distance,  naming  an  entire  and  single  rate  there- 
for, and  leaving  to  the  several  carriers  the  detail  of  properly 
dividing  up  the  entire  rate  according  to  what  may  seem  just 
and  equitable  to  all  concerned,  in  view  of  all  the  circum- 
stances. Little  Rock  &  M.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  East  Tenn.,  V.  &  G. 
R.  R.  Co.,  3  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  1 ;  2  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  454. 

It  may  be  that  the  defendants  will  be  unable  to  agree 
about  the  division  of  the  through  rate,  but  it  is  evidently  no 
more  complicated  than  many  other  questions  relating  to  joint 
tariffs  and  joint  operations,  which  are  every  day  decided  by 
interested  carriers,  and  which  all  ought  to  meet  in  a  spirit  of 
fairness ;  in  fact,  this  matter  has  been  relieved  of  one  compli- 
cation, and  this  should  facilitate  negotiations,  the  entire  rate 
having  been  finally  determined. 

It  is  proper  to  say,  however,  that  it  appears  that  many  of 
the  considerations  upon  which  the  Commission  arrived  at 
the  determination  to  allow  a  freight  charge  for  this  special 
service,  greater  than  that  for  other  merchandise,  were  pecu- 
liar to  the  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Company,  and  in  which 
the  other  railroad  companies  operating  the  line  east  of  the 
Harlem  River  did  not  participate.  These  considerations,  in 
the  opinion  of  the  Commission,  justly  entitle  the  Pennsjd- 
vauia  Railroad  Company  to  a  larger  proportion  of  the  entire 
charge  than  it  would  be  entitled  to  if  the  division  of  the  new 
rate  should  be  made  on  a  mileage  basis  merely.  It  was  not 
the  intention  to  raise  the  compensation  of  the  line  east  of  the 
Harlem  River,  but  such  would  be  the  effect  if  the  freight 
charge  should  be  divided  on  a  mileage  basis,  in  the  case  of 
cars  of  fifteen  and  twelve  tons'  capacity.  It  seems  almost 
unnecessary  to  say  that  it  is  not  a  fair  construction  of  the 
opinion  heretofore  rendered  to  claim  that  it  justifies  any  of 
the  carriers  in  insisting  upon  such  a  division  of  the  freight 
charge. 
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The  most  that  was  said  in  the  opinion,  as  to  the  charge  per 
ton,  per  mile,  was  simply  by  way  of  argument,  and  for  the 
purpose  of  comparison  of  the  rates  adjudged  to  be  reason- 
able as  to  peaches,  with  those  eflfective  as  to  other  merchan- 
dise between  the  same  points.     It  is  true  that  the  portion  of 
the  decision  relating  to  the  rates  for  shipments  from  those 
stations  more  or  less  distant  from  Boston  than  is  Wyoming, 
which  latter  place  was  taken  by  all  the  parties  as  illustrative 
of  the  situation,  the  rates  were  put  on  a  mileage  basis.     This 
was  done  because  it  would  seem  that  the  Pennsylvania  Kail- 
road  Company,  in  its  tariff  in  effect  when  the  case  was  heard, 
had  made  substantially  that  difference  as  to  those  other  sta- 
tions, as  will  be  seen  from  the  tariff  sheets,  and  from  the  fol- 
lowing table  compiled  therefrom.     The  former  rate  on  cars 
of  twelve  tons'  capacity  from  Wyoming  to  Boston  was  $200, 
the  new  rate  being  $182,  with  ten  dollars  added  for  ferriage 
in  both  cases. 

Difference  Difference  of  Freight  Charge 

Stations.                      in  Mileage.  from  Wyoming,  Delaware. 

By  the  tariff.  By  the  decision 

Porter 40  $17.00  $19.29 

Mt  Pleasant. 30  16.00  14.47 

Middletown 26  13.00  12.54 

Townsend 22  12.00  10.61 

Blackbird 20  10.00  9.64 

Green  Spring 17  9.00  8.20 

Clayton 14  8.00  6.75 

Brenford 11  6.00  5.30 

Cheswold .' 9  5.00  4.34 

Dover 3  2.00  1.44 

For  stations  beyond  Wyoming,  the  difference  between  the 
charge  from  that  station  for  those  stations,  is  practically  the 
same  in  the  decision  as  in  the  tariflf.  It  was  thought  best, 
for  the  sake  of  uniformity,  to  adopt  about  the  same  scale  of 
diflferences  which  the  practice  of  the  Pennsylvania  Railroad 
Company  had  sanctioned. 

When  the  foregoing  motion  of  the  Pennsylvania  Railroad 
Company  was  heard,  counsel  on  behalf  of  the  Lehigh  Valley 
Bailroad  Company,  without  filing  a  motion  to  that  effect, 
asked  and  was  accorded  leave  to  present  reasons  which  he 
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deemed  have  a  bearing  upon  the  question  of  a  rehearing. 
At  the  outset  of  his  remarks  he  stated  that  the  Lehigh  Val- 
ley Railroad  Company  "  has  not  shared  in  any  through  rate, 
nor  has  it  been  a  party  to  any  rate  that  involves  a  charge  of 
so  much  per  car." 

This  assertion  of  counsel  is  sustained  by  the  testimony. 
There  was  no  testimony  that  the  Lehigh  Valley  Eailroad 
Company  had  made  a  through  rate  on  carload  lots,  and  the 
fact  was  not  overlooked  in  the  former  decision,  which  deals 
with  nothing  else.  The  Commission  has  only  said  that  if  an 
arrangement  is  made  with  the  companies  operating  that  por- 
tion of  the  line  east  of  the  Harlem  river  for  the  through 
transportation  of  peaches  to  Boston,  and  if  that  business  is 
done  in  carload  quantities,  then  the  rates  prescribed  by  the 
Commission  must  prevail. 

It  may  be  said,  however,  that  in  the  peach  tariff  filed  with 
the  Commission  by  the  Lehigh  Valley  Eailroad  Company, 
rates  are  not  given  for  all  the  stations  on  the  line  of  that  road. 
The  most  remote  station  from  Boston,  which  appears  upon 
the  filed  tariff,  is  Freemansburg ;  the  rate  on  peaches  would 
give  to  all  the  carriers,  on  a  carload  of  twelve  tons,  $151.34, 
which  is  $79.34  more  than  would  be  charged  on  the  same 
quantity  of  first-class  merchandise  between  the  same  points. 
The  nearest  station  to  Boston  which  appears  on  the  filed 
tariff  is  Bound  Brook ;  the  rate  on  peaches  would  give  to  all 
the  carriers,  on  a  carload  of  twelve  tons,  $126,  which  is  $54 
more  than  would  be  charged  on  the  same  quantity  of  first- 
class  merchandise  between  the  same  points.  Measured  by 
this  charge  on  goods  of  that  sort,  it  is  difficult  to  see  why 
the  rate  fixed  for  the  transportation  of  peaches  is  not  just 
and  reasonable  to  this  defendant. 

Motion  for  rehearing  overruled. 
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DANIEL    BUCHANAN   v,  THE  NOBTHERN  PACIFIC 

BAILBOAD  COMPANY. 


Complaint  filed  April  25,  1891.— Answer  filed  May  15, 1891.— Heard  at  Spo- 
kane  Falls,  Wash.,  May  29-30,  1891.— Brief  filed  October  3,  1891.— 
Decided  October  21.  1891. 


The  rates  on  wheat  and  barley  of  fifty  and  fifty-six  cents  per  hundred- 
weight,  respectively,  chai-ged  by  defendant  from  Ritzvilie,  Washington, 
to  St  Paul,  Minnesota,  a  distance  of  1,576  miles,  in  view  of  the  circum- 
stances and  conditions  surrounding  the  traffic,  held  not  to  be  unreason- 
able. 

Jones  cfe  VoorJieeSy  for  complainant. 

James  McNaught  and  J.  H.  Mitchell^  for  defendant. 

REPORT  AND  OPINION  OF  THE  COMMISSION. 

Veazey,  Commissioner: 

The  complainant  is  a  farmer,  residing  near  Bitzville, 
Adams  County,  in  the  State  of  Washington.  The  defendant 
operates  a  line  of  railroad  from  the  Pacific  coast,  passing 
through  Ritzvilie,  to  St.  Paul. 

The  complainant  sets  forth  that  in  the  month  of  June, 
1885,  he  came  from  Wisconsin,  and  looked  over  the  situation 
in  the  vicinity  of  the  place  where  he  ultimately  located,  with 
a  view  to  investing  in  farm  lands,  and  having  ascertained 
that  thi^  freight  rate  on  grain  from  Ritzvilie  to  Duluth  and 
St.  Paul  was  40  cents  per  hundred  pounds,  and  that  as  this 
rate  was  established  and  maintained  in  the  complete  absence 
of  competition,  and  in  the  presence  of  very  little  business, 
he  based  his  calculations  on  the  continuance  of  that  rate,  and 
accordingly  soon  afterwards  bought  two  entire  sections  of 
land  of  the  defendant  and  commenced  his  farming  opera- 
tions. That  in  the  year  1888,  he  raised  a  crop  of  barley  on 
the  land  with  a  view  to  market  the  same  in  Chicago ;  that 
when  he  offered  to  ship  the  grain,  he  found  that  defendant 
had  in  September  previous  advanced  the  rates  from  40  to  56 
cents  per  hundred  pounds  to  St.  Paul ;  that  at  the  same  time 
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the  rate  on  wheat  had  been  advanced  to  45  cents ;  that  at  the 
time  of  bringing  the  complaint,  the  rate  on  barley  was  56 
cents,  and  on  wheat  50  cents  ;  that  these  advanced  rates  are 
unjust,  unequal,  unreasonable  and  oppressive,  and  absorb  all 
the  profits  he  expected  to  derive  from  investing  in  the  land  ; 
that  the  defendant  utterly  fails  to  move  grain  offered, 
either  east  or  west,  as  fast  as  it  is  offered  ;  that  contrary  to 
the  general  custom  and  usage  of  railroad  management,  the 
largely  increased  business  has  brought  an  advance  of  rates 
instead  of  a  reduction ;  that  in  the  distribution  of  cars,  dis- 
crimination is  made  against  eastern  shipments  of  grain  by 
the  defendant,  and  that  when  cars  can  be  had  for  shipping 
grain  to  Puget  Sound  ports,  none  can  be  had  to  ship  grain 
to  Chicago,  except  at  long  intervals. 

The  answer  of  the  defendant  admits  the  occupation  and 
residence  of  the  complainant,  and  that  it  is  engaged  in  the 
traffic  substantially  as  alleged  in  the  complaint ;  denies  any 
information  sufficient  to  form  a  belief  as  to  the  facts  preced- 
ing the  complainant's  investment,  as  alleged ;  asserts  that  the 
defendant  never  represented  to  complainant  or  any  other 
person  that  the  rates  in  force  in  1885,  or  at  any  other 
time,  on  grain  or  any  products,  should  not  be  advanced ; 
denies  that  the  rate  of  56  cents  on  barley,  and  50  cents  on 
wheat,  is  unjust,  unequal,  unreasonable  and  oppressive,  and 
also  denies  that  it  has  failed  to  conform  to  its  duty  as  a  com- 
mon carrier  in  moving  grain  from  the  east  to  the  west  within 
a  reasonable  time  after  being  offered  for  shipment,  or  that  it 
has  ever  made  any  discrimination  against  eastern  shipments 
of  grain,  in  favor  of  western  shipments,  or  shipments  to 
points  on  Puget  Sound. 

The  defendant  also  alleged  as  a  reason  for  the  advance  of 
grain  rates,  specified  in  the  complaint,  that  after  the  comple- 
tion of  its  line  to  the  Pacific  coast,  while  it  had  considerable 
westbound  tonnage,  there  was  barely  anything  for  eastern 
shipment;  that  under  those  circumstances  it  made  an 
arrangement  with  the  elevator  companies,  doing  business  on 
its  line,  by  which  it  was  agreed  to  make  a  rate  of  40  cents 
from  the  then  Territory  of  Washington,  on  eastbound  ship- 
ments  of   grain,  provided    said  elevator  companies  would. 
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when  circnmstances  permitted,  ship  the  grain  east  and 
thence  to  Europe,  via  the  Atlantic  Ocean,  rather  than  follow 
the  old  established  route,  via  the  Pacific  Ocean  ;  that  this 
rate  was  open  to  all  shippers  and  was  made  as  a  matter  of 
accommodation  to  the  defendant,  as  it  was  only  possible  for 
the  defendant  to  handle  the  grain  at  this  rate  under  the 
peculiarities  of  the  market  then  existing,  that  is,  a  strong 
eastern  market,  western  wheat  a  failure  and  transatlantic 
freights  low,  and  transpacific  rates  high ;  that  the  only  con- 
ditions upon  which  the  defendant  could  make  this  rate  was 
that  it  was  better  to  carry  loaded  cars  for  something  than 
empty  cars  for  nothing ;  that  the  rate  on  wheat  of  40  cents, 
was  continued  until  June  9,  1888,  when  the  volume  of  busi- 
ness under  the  stimulus  of  the  low  rate  was  greater  than  was 
necessary  to  fill  its  empty  cars ;  thereupon  the  rate  was 
raised  to  45  cents ;  that  in  April,  1889,  the  eastern  shipments 
being  still  heavy,  the  rate  was  again  raised  to  50  cents  on 
wheat  in  order  to  bring  down  the  volume  of  business  to  a 
point  where  it  would  not  be  necessary  to  haul  empty  cars 
west ;  that  the  rates  have  been  published  in  conformity  to 
law  and  have  been  open  to  all  parties  without  discrimination  ; 
that  with  sailing  charters  low  from  the  Pacific  and  high  rates 
from  the  Atlantic  seaboard  to  Europe,  even  if  the  rate  on 
wheat  was  40  cents,  it  would  be  impossible  for  a  shipper  to 
ship  any  wheat  east ;  that  the  rate  of  50  cents  is  a  maximum 
rate  and  that  all  intermediate  territory  is  placed  on  the  same 
basis ;  that  the  rate  now  charged  is  only  J  of  a  cent  per  ton 
per  mile ;  that  much  of  the  country  through  which  the  haul 
is  made  is  unsettled  and  barren,  and  passes  over  the  Rocky 
Mountains,  and  is  maintained  at  a  very  great  cost ;  that  the 
rate  of  50  cents  on  wheat,  and  56  cents  on  barley,  consider- 
ing the  amount  of  barley  shipped  over  the  road,  is  less  than 
the  defendant  can  aflford  to  haul  it,  and  less  than  the  actual 
cost  of  hauling,  and  that  the  only  condition  under  which  such 
a  rate  is  made  is,  when  the  defendant  is  hauling  a  large 
number  of  empty  cars  east. 

From  the  foregoing  abstract  of  the  pleadings,  the  issue 
appears  to  be  solely  as  to  the  reasonableness  of  the  grain 
rates   from   Ritzville   to   St.  Paul,  under   the   circumstances 
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under  which  the  traffic  is  conducted,  and  the  facts  material 
to  the  controversy  are  as  follows : 

The  distance  from  Ritzville  to  St.  Paul  is  1,576  miles.  The 
amount  of  business  done  at  the  station,  from  the  shipment 
of  merchandise,  averages  about  $3,000  a  month.  In  1890 
there  were  46  carloads  of  grain  shipped  east  and  350  west. 

When  complainant  looked  the  property  over  in  June,  1885, 
the  rate  on  grain  was  40  cents  per  cwt.,  and  he  made  his 
investment  in  the  land  which  he  bought  of  the  defendant 
upon  the  supposition  stated  in  his  complaint,  that  the  rates 
would  not  be  advanced,  but  it  did  not  appear  that  the  matter 
was  ever  discussed  by  him  with  any  of  the  officers  of  the 
defendant.  There  was,  therefore,  no  agreement  between  the 
parties  in  regard  to  the  rates  for  the  future. 

The  defendant's  rates  on  grain  have  been  blanket  rates, 
applying  to  quite  a  large  section  of  country  in  which  Bitz- 
ville  is  located,  including  all  the  "  Columbia  River  Country," 
and  the  40-cent  rate  on  wheat  was  made  as  a  temporary  mat- 
ter after  the  east  and  west  sections  of  the  road  were  com- 

« 

pleted,  and  before  the  completion  of  the  Cascade  division, 
in  order  to  take  care  of  the  little  grain  which  was  raised  in 
that  section,  the  natural  outlet  and  markets  for  which  were 
on  the  Pacific  coast,  but  as  soon  as  the  Cascade  division  was 
completed,  connecting  the  Columbia  River  Country  with  the 
Pacific  coast,  the  defendant  put  in  effect  the  same  rates  which 
had  before  that  been  in  effect  over  the  lines  of  the  Union 
Pacific,  through  to  the  Pacific  coast. 

Another  cause  of  the  40-cent  rate  which  prevailed  until 
June  9,  1888,  and  the  45-cent  rate  which  prevailed  from  that 
date  to  April,  1889,  and  of  the  50-ceiit  rate  which  has  since 
prevailed,  was  a  different  condition  of  the  traffic  on  the 
defendant's  railroad,  as  to  empty  cars ;  up  to  the  first-named 
date  there  was  an  excess  of  empty  cars  near  the  western  ter- 
minus, but  at  that  time  this  condition  of  affairs  began  to 
change,  and  in  April,  1889,  became  reversed,  there  then  being 
an  excess  of  cars  at  the  eastern  terminus. 

The  defendant's  railroad  crosses  the  Rocky  Mountains 
between  Ritzville  and  St.  Paul,  and  this  fact  makes  this  par- 
ticular portion  of  the  road  very  expensive  of  operation. 
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Taking  all  the  traffic  of  the  defendant  during  the  year  1890, 
its  average  cost  was  one  cent  and  eight  mills  for  each  ton  of 
freight  moved  one  mile. 

The  evidence  failed   to  sustain  the  claim  of  the  complain- 
ant that  discrimination  was  made  by  the  defendant  against 
eastern  shipments.     The   only  evidence  in  support  of  the 
claim  was  that  of  the  complainant,  who  testified  that  on  one 
occasion  he  was  delayed  somewhat  in  obtaining  a  car  for  his 
eastern  shipment,  but  after  some  controversy  with  the  station 
agent  at  Kitzville,  in  which  no  other  official  of  the  defend- 
ant participated,  the  car  was   furnished.     The  reason  which 
complainant  said  that  the  station  agent  gave  him  was  that  he 
could   not  give  him  a  car  at   first,  but  when   there  was   an 
empty  car  it  was  given  to  complainant ;  while  he  was  loading 
it,  the  station  agent  told  him  that  the  rate  had  been  with- 
drawn, but  that  same  evening  the   shipment  was   accepted 
and  duly  forwarded.     This  was  complainant's  testimony  when 
his  attention  was  specifically  directed  to   the   clause  of  the 
complaint  which  has  reference  to  this  subject. 

As  to  the  first  question  made,  as  to  whether  on  the  facts  as 
stated  the  defendant  was  bound  to  maintain  the  rate  which 
prevailed  when  defendant  sold  complainant  the  land,  there 
was  no  agreement  for  a  continuance  of  the  rate,  and  defendant 
was  not  bound  to  maintain  the  rate  then  in  force.  Rates, 
particularly  in  a  new  country,  are  liable  to  change  with  the 
varying  extraneous  circumstances  surrounding  any  particular 
traffic.  The  increasing  or  diminishing  volume  of  business, 
the  market  price  of  the  articles  to  be  transported,  the  rela- 
tion of  local  to  through  freights,  the  articles  of  freight  upon 
which  the  railroad  must  depend  as  compared  with  other  roads 
transporting  similar  commodities  through  more  populous 
communities,  the  development  of  competition,  the  opening  of 
new  lines  of  communication,  the  course  of  business  which 
may  concentrate  empty  cars  at  either  terminus  of  the  line, 
all  have  a  bearing  upon  the  making  of  reasonable  rates. 
Evans  v,  Oregon  Nav.  Co.,  1  I.  C.  C.  R.  325;  1  Inters.  Com. 
Rep.  641;  Boston  Chamber  of  Commerces.  Railroads,  1  I.  C. 
C.R.  436;  1  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  754;  Missouri  Pacific  R.  Co.  v, 
Texas   k    Pacific  R.  Co.,  30  Fed.  Rep.  2;  Concord   &   Ports- 
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mouth  R.  Co.  V,  Forsaitli,  59  N.  H.  122;  Scofield  v.  Lake 
Shore,  &c.,  43  Ohio  St.  571. 

In  this  case  the  diflferent  circumstances  surrounding  the 
traffic  at  the  time  the  complaint  was  filed,  as  compared  with 
those  when  the  complainant  bought  his  land,  amply  justified 
the  defendant  in  changing  its  rates. 

The  real  question  in  the  case,  and  the  one  upon  which  the 
case  turns,  is  whether  the  rate  of  50  cents  on  wheat  and  56 
cents  on  barley,  per  hundred  pounds  from  Ritzville  to  St. 
Paul,  is  a  reasonable  rate  in  itself.  There  can  be  but  one 
answer  to  the  question.  The  rate  on  wheat  amounts  to  about 
six  mills  and  a  third  per  ton  per  mile  for  a  traffic  which  last 
year  only  amounted  to  46  carloads.  It  is  not  seriously  con- 
tended that  this  rate  is  unreasonable,  except  by  comparison 
with  the  prevailing  rates  on  grain  from  Chicago  to  New  York, 
which  average  about  four  and  six-tenths  mills  per  ton  per 
mile.  This  comparison  is  hardly  a  fair  one  to  be  made,  for 
one  of  the  important  considerations  in  the  making  of  a  rate 
is  the  volume  of  traffic.  The  vast  stores  of  grain  which  are 
concentrated  in  Chicago,  and  which  are  transported  to  New 
York  by  the  train-load,  some  of  which  almost  equal  the  entire 
output  of  this  station  for  a  year,  is  traffic  under  such  dissim- 
ilar circumstances  as  to  be  of  little  value  as  a  test  of  what  is 
a  reasonable  rate  under  the  circumstances  surrounding  the 
traffic  at  Ritzville. 

The  complainant's  evidence  tended  to  show  that  with  pres- 
ent prices  in  the  market,  and  with  present  freight  rates,  he  is 
unable  to  operate  his  farm  at  a  profit.  His  situation,  like 
that  of  many  others,  is  unfortunate  in  this  respect,  but  the 
cases  in  which  the  farmers  of  the  country  are  afforded  a  rate 
of  less  than  seven  mills  per  ton  per  mile  for  marketing  their 
products  are  extremely  rare,  and  the  complainant  cannot 
fairly  attribute  his  embarrassment  to  the  freight  rate  which 
the  defendant  charges  him,  as,  under  the  circumstances,  it  is 
a  just  and  reasonable  charge. 

Complaint  dismissed. 
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THE  RAILROAD  COMMISSION  OF  FLORIDA  v.  THE 
SAVANNAH,  FLORIDA  &  WESTERN  RAILWAY 
COMPANY,  THE  CHARLESTON  &  SAVANNAH 
RAILWAY  COMPANY,  THE  NORTH  EASTERN 
RAILROAD  COMPANY  OF  SOUTH  CAROLINA, 
THE  WILMINGTON,  COLUMBIA  &  AUGUSTA 
RAILROAD  COMPANY,  THE  WILMINGTON,  & 
WELDON  RAILROAD  COMPANY,  THE  SEA- 
BOARD &  ROANOKE  RAILROAD  COMPANY, 
THE  PETERSBURG  RAILROAD  COMPANY,  THE 
RICHMOND  &  PETERSBURG  RAILROAD  COM- 
PANY, THE  RICHMOND,  FREDERICKSBURG  & 
POTOMAC  RAILROAD  COMPANY,  THE  ALEX- 
ANDRIA &  FREDERICKSBURG  RAILWAY  COM- 
PANY, THE  ALEXANDRIA  &  WASHINGTON 
RAILWAY  COMPANY,  THE  BALTIMORE  AND 
POTOMAC  RAILROAD  COMPANY,  THE  PHILA- 
DELPHIA, WILMINGTON  &  BALTIMORE  RAIL- 
ROAD COMPANY,  THE  PENNSYLVANIA  RAIL- 
ROAD COMPANY,  THE  FLORIDA  CENTRAL  & 
PENINSULAR  RAILROAD  COMPANY,  THE  BAL- 
TIMORE STEAM  PACKET  COMPANY,  THE  NEW 
YORK  &  TEXAS  STEAMSHIP  COMPANY,  THE 
CLYDE  STEAMSHIP  COMPANY,  THE  OCEAN 
STEAMSHIP  COMPANY  OF  SAVANNAH. 


Complaint  filed  December  30.  1890.— Answers  filed  January  20  to  March  24, 
1891.— Heard  at  Jacksonville.  Fla..  March  30  and  31.  1891.— Briefs  filed 
April  16  to  July  28,  1891.— Decided  October  29,  1891. 


1.  The  Act  to  regulate  commerce  makes  it  the  duty  of  this  Commission  "  to 
investigate  any  complaint  forwarded  by  the  Railroad  Commissioner  or 
Railroad  Commission  of  any  State  or  Territory  at  the  request  of  such 
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Commissioner  or  Commission."  The  complaint  in  this  case  was  brought 
by  and  in  the  name  of  the  Railroad  Commission  of  Florida,  but  the  real 
parties  in  interest  are  large  classes  of  growers,  buyers  and  shippers  ia 
the  State  of  Florida.  Since  the  complaint  was  filed  the  nominal  com- 
plainant has  ceased  to  exist.  Held,  That  the  repeal  of  the  law  creat- 
ing the  Railroad  Commission  of  Florida  could  not  operate  as  a  with- 
drawal or  dismissal  of  the  complaint,  that  Commission  having  been  only 
an  instrument  for  the  transmission  of  the  complaint  to  this  Commission, 
and  having  fully  performed  that  function  before  an  end  was  put  to  its 
existence.  To  abate  or  dismiss  the  proceeding  on  that  ground  would  be 
to  sacrifice  substance  to  form  in  contravention  of  the  spirit  and  letter  of 
the  Act  to  regulate  commerce  and  of  the  rules  of  courts  of  law  in  analo- 
gous cases.  Heldfurthei\  That  imder  the  provision  of  the  Act  to  regu- 
late commerce  authorizing  this  Commission  to  **  institute  any  inquiry 
on  its  own  motion  in  the  same  manner  and  to  the  same  effect  as  though 
complaint  had  been  made,"  neither  complaint  nor  complainant  is  neces- 
sary to  confer  jurisdiction. 

2.  The  defendants  the  Clyde  Steamship  Company,  the  New  York  and  Texas 
Steamship  Company,  and  the  Florida  Central  and  Peninsular  Railroad 
Company  are  common  carriers  engaged  in  interstate  commerce  by 
arrangement  as  alleged  in  the  complaint,  and  as  such  are  subject  to  the 
jurisdiction  of  this  Commission  in  respect  thereto. 

8.  It  does  not  appear  that  defendants  willfully  omitted  or  failed  to  notify 
the  Commission  and  the  public  of  the  advance  in  rates  complained  of, 
or  that  anyone  has  sustained  damage  or  injury  by  reason  of  such  failure 
or  omission,  and  therefore  there  is  no  case  made  out  for  an  application 
by  the  Commission,  to  a  District  Attorney  of  the  United  States  for  the 
institution  of  a  prosecution,  and  no  ground  for  a  recommendation  of 
reparation  for  such  injury. 

4.  While  a  complainant  has  no  interest  in  the  division  the  defendants  make 
between  themselves,  and  it  does  not  determine  what  the  charge  to  the 
public  must  be,  yet  the  division  is  not  without  significance  in  determin- 
ing  what  are  reasonable  rates  for  the  whole  distance  on  the  lines  in 
question. 

5.  Carriers  making  an  advance  in  rates  should  be  able  to  present  a  satisfac- 

tory justification  of  such  advance,  particularly  when  the  old  rates 
have  been  of  many  years'  standing,  and  the  advance  is  great  and  the 
traffic  affected  is  of  large  and  constantly  increasing  volume  and  of  vital 
importance  to  a  large  section  of  country. 

6.  Upon  consideration  of  all  the  facts  and  circumstances  in  this  oaae — 

Held^  That  the  advance  of  10  cents  per  box  in  rates  on  oranges  from 
Florida  points  to  New  York  and  other  northeastern  markets,  made  by 
defendants  on  November  23,  1890,  was  without  justification,  and  so  far 
as  it  exceeded  5  cents  per  box  was  unreasonable  and  contrary  to  law ; 
that  defendants  be  notified  and  required  to  make  reparation  for  inju- 
ries occasioned  by  such  imreasonable  and  unlawful  rates  to  the  several 
persons  entitled  thereto,  and,  as  such  persons  are  not  parties  to  this 
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proceeding  and  the  amounts  wrongfully  received  from  them,  respect- 
ively, cannot  be  ascertained  from  the  evidence  already  taken,  that  this 
proceeding  be  continued  for  such  further  action  or  inquiry  in  that  behalf 
as  may  become  necessary. 


C,  M,  Cooper^  for  complainant. 

R,  G,  Erwin  and  John  E.  Ilartridge,  for  Savannah,  Florida 
and  Western  Ry.  Co.  and  Charleston  &  Savannah  Ey.  Co. 

W.  G.  Elliott,  for  North  Eastern  R.  R.  Co.  of  S.  C,  Wil- 
mington, Columbia  &  Augusta  R.  R.  Co.,  Wilmington  &  Wel- 
don  R.  R.  Co.,  Petersburg  R.  R.  Co.,  and  Richmond  &  Peters- 
burg R.  R.  Co. 

James  A.  Ijogan,  for  Washington  Southern  Ry.  Co.  (suc- 
cessor to  the  Alexandria  &  Fredericksburg  Ry.  Co.  and 
the  Alexandria  &  Washington  Ry.  Co.)  Baltimore  &  Potomac 
R.  R.  Co.,  Philadelphia,  Wilmington  &  Baltimore  R.  R.  Co., 
Pennsylvania  R.  R.  Co.,  and  Richmond,  Fredericksburg  & 
Potomac  R.  R.  Co. 

J  C.  Cooper,  for  Florida  Central  &  Peninsular  R.  R.  Co. 
Lawton  cfe  Cunningham,  for  Ocean  Steamship  Co. 

report  and  opinion  of  the  commission. 

By  the  Commission: 

The  complaint  in  this  case  is  filed  by  "the  Railroad  Com- 
mission of  Florida,"  under  an  Act  of  the  Legislature  of 
that  State,  approved  June  7,  1887,  which  makes  it  the  duty 
of  that  Commission,  in  case  of  any  violation  of  the  Interstate 
Commerce  Act  aflfecting  interests  of  the  people  of  Florida, 
"to  petition  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission  of  the 
United  States  for  the  regulation  and  control  of  the  oflfending 
railway  company  or  companies,  or  other  person  or  persons 
doing  business  as  common  carriers,  by  the  application  of  the 
provisions  of  the  Interstate  Commerce  Law  of  the  United 
States  and  amendments  thereto,  and  to  take  all  necessary 
and  expedient  measures  to  secure  to  the  people  of  Florida 
the  full  benefit  of  the  Interstate  Commerce  Law  in  the  regu- 
lation and  control  of  interstate  commerce." 
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After  setting  forth  the  capacity  in  which  the  complainants 
invoke  the  action  of  this  Commission,  the  allegations  of  the 
complaint  are  in  substance : 

1.  That  the  defendants  are  common  carriers,  constituting 
several  lines,  and  as  such  are  engaged,  under  a  common  con- 
trol, management  or  arrangement,  for  continuous  carriage  or 
shipment,  in  the  transportation  of  passengers  and  property, 
"  wholly  by  railroad,  and  partly  by  railroad  and  partly  by 
water,  between  various  points  in  the  State  of  Florida,  south 
of  and  via  JacksonviHo,  Fernandina,  Callahan,  Gainesville, 
Lake  City,  and  Live  Oak,"  in  said  State,  and  Baltimore, 
Philadelphia  and  New  York,  "  and,  by  connecting  lines,  other 
eastern  cities." 

2.  That  said  cities,  Jacksonville,  Fernandina,  Callahan, 
Gainesville,  Lake  City,  and  Live  Oak,  are,  **for  the  purpose 
of  determining  rates  on  shipments  of  oranges  and  lemons 
from  points  within  the  State  of  Florida  to  points  without  the 
limits  of  said  State,  base  points,"  and  that  from  said  base 
points  the  defendants  by  arrangements  and  agreements 
among  themselves  have  established  the  following  lines : 

1st.  The  Clyde  Steamship  Company,  known  as  the  Clyde 
Line,  from  Jacksonville. 

2d.  The  New  York  &  Texas  Steamship  Company,  known  as 
the  Mallory  Line,  from  Fernandina. 

3d.  A  line  composed  of  the  Savannah,  Florida  &  Western 
Railway  and  the  Ocean  Steamship  Company  of  Savannah, 
from  either  Jacksonville,  Callahan,  Gainesville,  Lake  City  or 
Live  Oak. 

4tli.  A  line  from  either  of  said  last  named  base  points  com- 
posed of  the  following  carriers  and  known  as  T/ie  Atlantic 
Coad  Line,  to  wit:  The  Savannah,  Florida  &  Western  Rail- 
way, the  Charleston  &  Savannah  Railway,  the  North  Eastern 
Railroad  of  South  Carolina,  the  Wilmington,  Columbia  & 
Augusta  Railroad,  the  Wilmington  k  Weldon  Railroad,  the 
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Seaboard  &  Boanoke  Bailroad,  and  the   Baltimore  Steam 
Packet  Company. 

5th.  A  line  from  either  of  said  base  points  composed  of 
the  following  carriers  and  known  as  The  Atla7itic  Coast  Des- 
patch Line,  to  wit :  The  Savannah,  Florida  &  Western  Bail- 
way,  the  Charleston  &  Savannah  Bailway,  the  North  Eastern 
Bailroad  of  South  Carolina,  the  Wilmington,  Columbia  & 
Augusta  Bailroad,  the  Wilmington  &  Weldon  Bailroad,  the 
Petersburg  Bailroad,  the  Bichmond  &  Petersburg  Bailroad, 
the  Bichmond,  Fredericksburg  &  Potomac  Bailroad,  the 
Alexandria  &  Fredericksburg  Bailway,  the  Alexandria  & 
Washington  Bailway,  the  Baltimore  &  Potomac  Bailroad,  the 
Philadelphia,  Wilmington  &  Baltimore  Bailroad  and  the 
Pennsylvania  Bailroad. 

3.  That  "  during  and  since  the  season  of  1885-86,  the 
through  rates  for  the  transportation  of  oranges  and  lemons 
from  points  in  Florida  south  of  and  via  said  base  points 
were,  and  are  still  made  up  of  the  rates  charged  by  the  gath- 
ering railroads  in  Florida  to  said  base  points  and  the  rates 
therefrom  to  the  points  of  destination,"  and  that  during  the 
said  season  of  1885-86,  and  for  each  season  since,  said  sev- 
eral lines,  by  arrangements  and  agreements  among  them- 
selves, established  and  maintained  rates  for  the  transporta- 
tion of  oranges  and  lemons  by  said  several  lines,  from  said 
base  points  in  Florida  to  points  of  destination  with  but  few 
changes  until  and  including  the  season  of  1889-90,  during 
which  season  said  rates  were  to  New  York  by  said  several 
lines  as  follows : 

By  the  Clyde  Line,  30  cents  per  standard  box  of  80 
pounds. 

By  the  Mallory  Line,  30  cents  per  standard  box. 

By  the  Savannah,  Florida  &  Western  Bailway  and  the 
Ocean  Steamship  Company,  30  cents  per  standard  box. 

By  the  Atlantic  Coast  Line,  37^  cents  per  standard  box. 

By  the  Atlantic  Coast  Despatch  Line,  43  cents  per  stand- 
ard box. 

(The  rates  on  said  commodities  by  said  lines  to  Philadel- 
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phia,  Baltimore  and  other  eastern  cities  were,  it  is  alleged,  in 
proportion  to  those  to  New  York). 

4.  "  That  with  the  exception  of  the  Clyde  and  Mallory 
Lines,  each  of  which  received  the  whole  of  the  30  cents  rate 
as  its  share  of  each  through  shipment,  each  of  said  lines 
divided  said  rates  so  agreed  upon  for  it,  as  its  share  of  said 
through  rate,  in  certain  agreed  proportions  between  the  car- 
riers composing  said  lines  respectively." 

5.  That  "said  rates  so  voluntarily  made  and  maintained 
by  said  lines  aflforded  ample  compensation  for  the  service 
rendered,"  but  at  the  beginning  of  the  season  of  1890-91,  to 
wit,  in  November,  1890,  the  defendants  "  constituting  said 
several  lines  combined  and  agreed  to  advance,  and  did 
actually  advance,  said  rates  10  cents  per  standard  box,  and 
have  been  and  are  now,  on  all  shipments  from  said  base  points 
to  said  points  of  destination,  charging,  demanding,  collecting 
and  receiving  said  advanced  rates;"  and  that  said  advanced 
rates  are  unlawful  and  in  violation  of  the  Act  to  regulate 
commerce,  because  (1),  the  public  notice  of  10  days  as 
required  by  section  6  of  said  Act  was  not  made  or  given ;  (2), 
they  are  unjust,  unreasonable  and  excessive,  and  (3),  they 
materially  injure  an  important  industry  and  a  large  class  of 
shippers  who  have  during  the  last  25  years,  at  an  expense  of 
millionTbf  dollars,  built  up  in  the  State  of  Florida  a  valuable 
and  productive  industry,  bo  wit,  the  growth  and  production 
of  oranges,  lemons  and  other  citrous  fruits,  in  reliance  upon 
the  continuation  or  probable  decrease  of  the  said  previous 
rates  voluntarily  established  and  so  long  maintained. 

The  complainants  ask  that  after  hearing  and  investigation 
an  order  be  made  by  this  Commission  commanding  the 
defendants  to  cease  and  desist  from  said  alleged  violations  of 
the  Act  to  regulate  commerce,  and  "requiring  them  there- 
a  tor  to  transport  oranges  and  lemons  at  the  rate  of  25  cents 
]  ( r  stjuKl.nu  box  by  rail  and  water  between  said  Florida 
base  points  and  l>ji]tiiij<nv,  Plnlndelphia  and  New  York,  with 
diflferential  rates  added  when  shipments  go  between  said 
points  via  all-rail  lines,"  and  that  each  of  the  defendants 
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Trhich  have  participated  in  such  alleged  excessive  increased 
rates  be  required  to  refund  such  excess  to  the  shippers,  and 
for  general  relief. 

All  the  defendants  have  filed  answers. 

The  Washington  Southern  Railway  Company  (as  successor 
of  the  Alexandria  &  Fredericksburg  Railway  Company  and 
of  the  Alexandria  &  Washington  Railway  Company),  the 
Baltimore  &  Potomac  Railroad  Company,  the  Philadelphia, 
Wilmington  &  Baltimore  Railroad  Company  and  the  Penn- 
sylvania Railroad  Company  answer  jointly.  They  admit  that 
they  constitute  part  of  the  Atlantic  Coast  Despatch  Line  as 
set  forth  in  the  complaint,  but  allege  that  they  did  not  unite 
in  a  through  rate  prior  to  October  1,  1888.  They  admit  that 
the  through  rate  in  effect  by  said  line  from  Jacksonville, 
Florida,  to  New  York  from  said  date,  October  1, 1888,  to 
October  31,  1890,  was  43  cents  per  standard  box  of  80 
pounds ;  that  on  November  1,  1890,  said  rate  was  advanced 
to  53  cents,  and  that  since  said  advance  they  have  received 
their  proportions  respectively  of  the  through  advanced  rate. 
They  deny  that  the  proportions  of  the  rate  prior  to  the 
advance  received  by  them  afforded  ample  compensation  for 
the  service  rendered,  and  that  the  advanced  rate  is  unjust, 
unreasonable  or  excessive,  or  in  any  respect  in  violation  of 
the  Act  to  regulate  commerce,  and  aver  that  under  the  old 
rate  the  business  was  conducted  over  their  lines  at  a  loss  and 
that  under  the  present  rate  (of  which  they  allege  they  receive 
only  an  average  of  eight  mills  per  box  to  Washington,  Balti- 
more, Philadelphia  and  New  York),  the  traffic  "barely  pays 
the  expenses  of  movement  and  is  not,  as  yet,  fairly  remunera- 
tive." 

The  North  Eastern  Railroad  Company  of  South  Carolina, 
the  Wilmington,  Columbia  &  Augusta  Railroad  Company, 
the  Wilmington  &  Welden  Railroad  Company,  the  Peters- 
burg Railroad  Company  and  the  Richmond  &  Petersburg 
Railroad  Company,  also  file  a  joint  answer  in  which  they 
admit  that  the  through  rates  on  oranges  have  been,  since  the 
season  of  1885-86,  made  up  of  the  rates  charged  by  the  gath- 
ering railroads  in  Florida  to  the  basing  points  and  the 
through    rates    therefrom    to   points    of    destination;    that 
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through  rates  on  said  traffic  from  the  basing  points  to  Balti- 
more, Philadelphia  and  New  York  existed  over  the  Atlantic 
Coast  Line  and  the  Atlantic  Coast  Despatch  Line  from  said 
season  of  1885-86  until  and  during  that  of  1889-90,  and  dur- 
ing the  said  period  the  rates  over  said  lines  were  as  stated  in 
the  complaint ;  that  each  of  the  roads  composing  said  lines 
divided  said  rates  in  certain  agreed  proportions,  and  that  in 
November,  1890,  said  several  carriers  combined  and  agreed 
to  advance  and  did  advance  said  rates  10  cents  per  standard 
box,  and  have  been,  and  are  now,  charging  and  receiving 
such  advanced  rates.  They  deny  that  the  old  rates  afforded 
ample  compensation  for  the  services  rendered  and  that  the 
advanced  rates  are  unreasonable  and  excessive  or  otherwise 
in  violation  of  the  Act  to  regulate  commerce. 

The  Savannah,  Florida  &  Western  Railway  Company  admits 
that  during  and  since  the  season  of  1885-86  it  has  been  one 
of  the  carriers  constituting  the  3d,  4th,  and  5th  lines  men- 
tioned in  the  complaint;  that  these  lines  have  respectively 
made  through  rates  from  the  basing  points,  which  rates  con- 
sist of  the  rates  charged  by  the  gathering  railroads  in  Florida 
to  such  basing  points  and  the  through  rate  therefrom  to  the 
point  of  destination ;  that  each  of  said  lines  divided  said  rates 
in  certain  agreed  proportions  between  the  carriers  composing 
them;  that  said  rates  to  New  York  were  as  alleged  in  the 
complaint  from  the  season  of  1885-86  to  that  of  1889-90,  both 
inclusive,  and  that  in  November,  1890,  said  carriers  by  agree- 
ment advanced  said  rates  10  cents  per  standard  box,  and  have 
been  and  are  now  charging  and  receiving  the  rates  so 
advanced.  It  denies  that  the  old  rate  "afforded  ample  com- 
pensation for  the  service  rendered,"  and  that  the  advanced 
rates  are  unjust,  unreasonable  and  excessive,  or  otherwise  in 
violation  of  the  Act  to  regulate  commerce. 

The  answer  of  the  Charleston  &  Savannah  Railway  Com- 
pany admits  that  it  is  one  of  the  carriers  constituting  the  4th 
and  5th  lines  mentioned  in  the  complaint,  and  is  in  other 
respects  substantially  the  same  as  that  of  the  Savannah, 
Florida  &  Western  Railway  Company. 

The  Ocean  Steamship  Company  of  Savannah  also  adopts 
the  answer  of  the  Savannah,  Florida  &  Western  Railway  Com- 
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pany  "in  so  far  as  the  answer  of  said  Eailway  Company  may 
apply  to  a  carrier  by  water,"  admitting  the  facts  admitted  in 
said  answer  and  denying  the  allegations  therein  denied.  It 
further  alleges  that  it  is  a  common  carrier  engaged  in  the  car- 
rying business  solely  upon  navigable  waters  of  the  United 
States,  and  receives  all  its  orange  business  from  said  Savan- 
nah, Florida  &  Western  Railwfty  Company,  and  that  said  rail- 
way  company  publishes  and  issues  the  rates  required  by  law 
on  behalf  of  said  steamship  company  for  the  carriage  of 
oranges. 

The  Richmond,  Fredericksburg  &  Potomac  Bailroad  Com- 
pany admits  that  its  road  is  a  part  of  the  ^^Atlantic  Coast 
Despatch  Line,"  and  that  the  rate  in  eflfect  between  Oct.  1, 
1888,  and  Oct.  31, 1890,  by  said  line  from  Jacksonville,  Florida, 
to  New  York  was  43  cents  per  box  of  eighty  pounds;  that 
Nov.  1,  1890,  said  rate  was  advanced  10  cents  and  that  it  has 
since  said  advance  received  its  proportion  of  the  advanced 
rate.  It  denies  that  the  old  rate  "  aflforded  either  ample  or 
adequate  compensation  for  the  service  rendered  so  far  as  its 
proportion  was  concerned,"  and  avers,  that,  "in  order  to 
facilitate  the  transportation  of  oranges  and  lemons  between 
Florida  and  northern  cities,  it  together  with  the  other  com- 
panies composing  the  Atlantic  Coast  Despatch  Line  put  on 
additional  trains  at  a  rate  of  speed  much  higher  than  that  of 
other  freight  trains  over  said  line,  and  procured  special 
equipment  to  the  end  that  this  business  should  be  promptly 
and  safely  moved  to  its  destination."  It  denies  also  that  the 
advanced  rate  is  unreasonable  and  excessive,  or  otherwise  in 
violation  of  the  Act  to  regulate  commerce. 

The  answer  of  the  Seaboard  &  Roanoke  Railroad  Company 
admits  the  formation  of  the  lines  and  the  making  and  advance 
of  rates  as  alleged  in  the  complaint,  but  denies  that  the 
rates  in  force  before  such  advance  afforded  ample  compensa- 
tion for  the  service  rendered,  and  also  denies  that  the 
advanced  rates  are  unjust  and  unlawful  or  in  violation  of  the 
Act  to  regulate  commerce.  It  avers  in  this  connection  that, 
"in  order  to  accommodate  the  business  of  transporting 
oranges  and  lemons  between  the  base  points  in  Florida  and 
the  points  of  destination,  a  portion  of  the  railroad  companies 
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complained  of  put  on  an  additional  schedule,  making  twenty 
miles  per  hour,  or  nearly  double  the  speed  of  other  freight 
trains  over  said  roads ;  that  special  equipment  has  been  pro- 
vided and  a  number  of  cars  supplied  with  air  brakes  and 
automatic  couplers  in  order  to  facilitate  the  business,  while 
the  revenue  does  not  exceed  8  mills  per  ton  per  mile ;  that  in 
order  to  handle  the  business  promptly  the  delivering  roads 
require  the  grouping  of  certain  destinations  and  loading  in 
separate  cars  to  accommodate  this  grouping,  and,  as  a  result, 
the  cars  transporting  oranges  and  lemons  average  only  about 
60  per  cent,  of  their  full  capacity,  and  the  business  is  handled 
at  a  season  of  the  year  when  there  is  but  little  return  freight 
south-bound,  and  in  many  cases  the  cars  are  returned  empty." 

The  Baltimore  Steam  Packet  Company,  the  New  York  & 
Texas  Steamship  Company  and  the  Clyde  Steamship  Com- 
pany, file  separately  the  same  answer,  in  which,  "reserving 
all  questions  of  law  and  of  fact  and  waiving  no  objections  in 
law  to  the  proceedings,  and  in  consideration  of  the  fact  that 
any  change  of  rate  by  any  of  the  rail  and  water  or  all-rail 
lines  between  Florida  and  the  northern  points  will  more  or 
less  aflfect  the  rates"  of  their  lines,  they  allege,  "that  the  rates 
complained  of,  in  view  of  the  expensive  character  and  rapidity 
of  the  transportation  required  by  the  delicate  and  perishable 
nature  of  the  article  in  question,  are  neither  unjust  or  unrea- 
sonable .  .  .  and  have  not  been  and  are  not  now  prop- 
erly remunerative  to  the  carrier." 

It  is  alleged  in  the  complaint  that  the  Florida  Central 
&  Peninsular  Railroad  is  the  only  one  of  the  defendants 
"wholly  in  the  State  of  Florida"  and  that  "the  rest  are 
included  in  lines  partly  within  the  State  of  Florida  or  entirely 
beyond  its  limits."  This  allegation  is  admitted  by  the  Florida 
Central  &  Peninsular  Koad,  and  also  the  existence  of  the  sev- 
eral lines  mentioned  in  the  complaint;  but  it  denies  that  the 
alleged  rates  over  said  lines  were  made  by  it  and  avers  that 
"its  participation  in  the  carriage  of  oranges  and  lemons  has 
been  upon  the  allowance  of  its  locals  to  the  basing  point 
which  is  the  terminus  of  its  carriage  in  each  case."  It  fur- 
ther denies  any  participation  in  the  advance  of  rates  com- 
plained of. 
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Most  of  the  answers  also  put  in  issue  the  allegations  of  the 
complaint  that  public  notice  was  not  given  of  the  advance  in 
rates  as  required  bj'  the  Act  to  regulate  commerce,  and  that 
the  advanced  rates  materially  injure  the  business  of  growing 
oranges  and  other  citrous  fruits  in  Florida,  "built  up  in  reli- 
ance upon  the  continuation  or  probable  decrease  "  of  the  old 
rates. 

FACTS   AND   CONCLUSIONS. 

The  right  of  the  complainant,  while  in  existence,  to  insti- 
tute and  prosecute  this  proceeding  is  not  denied  by  the 
defendants,  but  in  a  brief  filed  July  20,  1891,  in  behalf  of  the 
Pennsylvania  Railroad,  the  Atlantic  Coast  Line,  the  Savan- 
nah, Florida  &  Western  Railway  Company  and  the  Ocean 
Steamship  Company  of  Savannah,  attention  is  called  to  an 
Act  of  the  Legislature  of  Florida,  approved  June  13,  1891, 
and  taking  effect  from  and  after  its  passage,  by  which  the  Act 
creating  "The  Railroad  Commission  of  Florida"  (the  com- 
plainant), is  repealed,  and  it  is  contended  that  said  Commis- 
sion having  been  abolished  there  is  now  no  "complaint 
before  this  Commission  for  investigation,"  and  on  that  ground 
objection  is  made  to  further  proceedings  herein. 

This  is  in  effect  a  denial  of  the  jurisdiction  of  this  Com- 
mission to  further  entertain  and  investigate  the  complaint. 

The  Act  to  regulate  commerce  makes  it  the  duty  of  this 
Commission  to  "  investigate  any  complaint  forwarded  by  the 
Railroad  Commissioner  or  Railroad  Commission  of  anv  State 
or  Territory,  at  the  request  of  such  Commissioner  or  Com- 
mission." The  complaint  in  this  case  was  forwarded  by  the 
Railroad  Commission  of  Florida,  and  a  hearing  was  had 
before  the  repeal  of  the  law  creating  that  Commission.  That 
repeal  did  not  and  could  not  operate  as  a  withdrawal  or 
dismissal  of  the  complaint.  The  "Railroad  Commission  of 
Florida "  was  only  the  conduit  or  instrument  for  the  trans- 
mission of  the  complaint  to  this  Commission  and  had  fully 
performed  that  function  before  an  end  was  put  to  its  exist- 
ence. It  was  only  a  nominal  complainant  and  the  complaint 
was  made  by  it  in  its  public  capacity  as  a  bureau  or  depart- 
ment of  the  State  Government,  under  the  authority  given  it  in 
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the  Act  of  its  creation  "to  take  all  necessary  and  expedient 
measures  to  secure  to  the  people  of  Florida  the  full  benefit  of 
the  Interstate  Commerce  Law  in  the  regulation  and  control 
of  interstate   commerce."     The  real  parties  in  interest  are 
large  classes  of  growers,  buyers  and  shippers ;  and  to  abate 
or  dismiss  the  proceeding  because  the  nominal  complainant 
has  been  abolished  would  be  to  sacrifice  substance  to  form  in 
contravention  of  the  spirit  and  letter  of  the  Act  to  regulate 
commerce  and  of  the  rules  of  courts  of  law  in  analogous 
cases.     (Thompson  v.  United  States,  103  U.  S.  480 ;  The  Sap- 
phire, 11  Wall.  164;  Bacon's  Abridgement  "Abatement"  "F," 
pp.  15,  16.)     Moreover  the  Act  to  regulate  commerce  author- 
izes this  Commission  to  "institute  any  inquiry  on  its  own 
motion  in  the  same  manner  and  to  the  same  eflfect  as  though 
complaint  had   been   made,"  so   that   neither  a   complaint 
nor  complainant  is  necessary  to  confer  jurisdiction.      The 
power  given  is  not  merely  to  "institute,"  but  also  to  investi- 
gate and   determine,  and  therefore   includes   the  power  to 
investigate  and  determine  a  matter  originally  brought  to  the 
attention  of  the  Commission  by  a  complainant  which  in  con- 
templation of  law  has  ceased  to  exist.     If  a  case  should  arise 
under  such  circumstances,  in  which  it  appears  that  injustice 
might  result  to   any   interest    from   a   continuance   of   the 
inquiry,  this  Commission  would,  in  the  exercise  of  its  discre- 
tion, make  such   order  as  the   exigency  required;  but   the 
defendants  in  this  proceeding  have  had  a  full  and  fair  hear- 
ing upon  the  merits,  the  real  question  at  issue  has  been  thor- 
oughly investigated,  and  no  injury  or  disadvantage  can  result 
to  them  from  a  final  determination  on  the  evidence  submitted. 
The  next  question   is,  whether  certain  of  the  defendants, 
namely,  the  Clyde  Steamship  Company,  the  New  York  & 
Texas  Steamship  Company  (known  as  the  Mallory  Line)  and 
the  Florida  Central  &  Peninsular  Railroad  Company  are  com- 
mon carriers  engaged  in  interstate  commerce  as  alleged  in 
the  complaint  and  as  such  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  this 
Commission  under  the  Act  to  regulate  commerce.     The  other 
defendants  are,  under  the  admissions  of  their  answers  as  well 
as  the  evidence,  clearly  within  the  purview  of  the  law  in 
respect  to  the  traffic  involved  in  the  complaint. 
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While  the  Clyde  Steamship  Company  and  the  New  York 
&  Texas  Steamship  Company  constitute  all-water  lines,  they 
each  engage,  in  connection  with  the  railroads,  in  the  trans- 
portation of  oranges  from  points  in  Florida  to  northeastern 
cities  under  througn  bills  of  lading  and  they  joined  in  the 
action  of  the  various  railroad  and  steamship  lines  in  advanc- 
ing the  rates  in  question  and  in  the  notice  thereof  to  shippers 
issued  Nov.  12,  1890.  The  Florida  Central  &  Peninsular 
Bailroad  Company  is  the  only  one  of  the  defendants  wholly 
in  the  State  of  Florida  and  is  not  included  in  the  lines  set 
forth  in  the  complaint,  and  it  alleges  as  above  stated  that 
"its  participation  in  the  carriage  of  oranges  and  lemons  has 
been  upon  the  allowance  of  its  local  to  the  basing  point, 
which  is  in  each  case  the  terminus  of  its  service."  This  road, 
however,  receives  and  carries  oranges  from  points  in  Florida 
on  its  lines  for  delivery  to  other  carriers  to  be  transported  to 
northeastern  cities,  issues  through  rates  on  such  traffic  and 
through  bills  of  lading  therefor,  and  is  represented  at  the 
meetings  of  the  transportation  lines  mentioned  in  the  com- 
plaint at  which  such  through  rates  are  made.  Upon  these 
undisputed  facts,  and  under  the  decision  of  this  Commission 
heretofore  several  times  promulgated,  these  companies  are 
carriers  of  interstate  commerce  and  subject  to  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  this  Commission  in  respect  thereto.  (Chamber  of 
Commerce  of  Milwaukee  v,  Flint  &  Pere  Marquette  R.  R 
Co.  et  aL,  2  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  553 ;  2  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  393 ;  Mat- 
tingly  V.  Penn.  Co.,  3  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  592;  2  Inters.  Com.  Rep. 
806 ;  4th  Annual  Report  of  I.  C.  C.  57 ;  3  Inters.  Com.  Rep. 
337.) 

As  to  the  notice  of  advance  in  rates,  it  appears  that  the 
Savannah,  Florida  &  Western  Railway  Company  forwarded 
to  this  Commission  such  notice  as  to  the  rates  via  Savannah 
and  the  Ocean  Steamship  Company,  the  Atlantic  Coast  Line 
and  the  Atlantic  Coast  Dispatch  Line.  These  notices  were 
not  received  by  the  Commission  until  November  14,  1890, 
nine  days  before  the  increased  rates  were  to  become  effective. 
The  notices  themselves  were  not  dated,  but  the  letter  enclos- 
ing them  bore  date  November  12,  1890.  The  testimony  is 
conflicting  and  unsatisfactory  as  to  whether  notices  to  the 
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pubKc  of  the  increased  rates  were  posted  in  conformity  with 
the  order  of  this  Commission  of  March  23,  1889,  at  all  the 
orange  shipping  points  on  the  lines  of  defendants  in  Florida. 
Notices,  however,  in  substantial  compliance  with  that  order, 
appear  to  have  been  duly  posted  at  the  principal  shipping 
points  and  to  have  been  sent  to  the  other  points  in  time  to 
reach  them  all — with  probably  one  or  two  exceptions — with- 
in the  required  time.  It  is  provided  in  section  6  (as  amended) 
of  the  Act  to  regulate  coinmerce  that  "  no  advance  shall  be 
made  in  joint  rates,  fares  and  charges  shown  upon  joint  tar- 
iflfs  except  after  ten  days*  notice  to  the  Commission  .  .  ." 
and  that  the  Commission  "  may  prescribe  from  time  to  time 
the  measure  of  publicity  which  common  carriers  shall 
give  to  advances  ...  in  joint  tariffs."  Pursuant 
to  this  authority  the  Commission  has,  by  order  of  March 
2U,  1889,  required  ten  days'  notice  of  an  increase  of  joint 
ratos  to  be  posted  at  shipping  points  of  the  commodity- 
or  (commodities  aflfected  by  the  increased  rates.  By  sec- 
tii>n  10  of  the  Act,  the  "willfully  "  omitting  or  failing,  on  the 
part  of  a  common  carrier  subject  thereto,  "to  do  any  act, 
inattor  or  thing  in  the  act  required  to  be  done,"  is  made  a  mis- 
domoanor,  punishable  "  on  conviction  thereof  in  any  district 
vmwi  of  the  United  States  within  the  jurisdiction  of  which 
H\\v\\  ()rtVnso  was  committed"  by  a  fine  of  not  exceeding  five 
lho\i8Mnd  dollars  for  each  oflfense.  Carriers  are  also  made, 
by  HtH»tu)n  8  of  the  Act,  liable  in  damages  to  the  person  or 
porHinirt  Hustaining  injury  in  consequence  of  such  failure  or 
omiwHion,  and  under  section  9  such  person  or  persons  may 
i»it  hor  niako  such  injury  and  damage  the  ground  of  complaint 
to  tluH  (VunnuHsion  or  bring  suit  for  the  recovery  of  the  dam- 
ugt^H  in  any  district  or  circuit  court  of  the  United  States  of 
iMMupotoui  jurisdiction.  As  to  criminal  prosecutions  under 
Hootion  10  of  the  Act,  this  Commission  may  apply  to  a  dis- 
trict attorut^y  of  the  United  States  to  "institute  in  the  proper 
iHUU't  and  prosecute,  under  the  direction  of  the  Attorney- 
Onu^ral  of  the  United  States,  all  necessary  proceedings  for 
tlu^  onforci^uuMit  of  the  provisions  of  the  Act  and  for  punish- 
ment i^f  all  violations  thereof;"  and  in  case  a  person  or  per- 
Bons  injured  by  a  violation  of  the  Act  elect  to  make  com- 
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plaint  to  this  Commission,  it  is  made  its  duty  by  section  14 
of  the  Act,  after  investigation,  to  recommend  "  what  repara- 
tioii,  if  any,  should  be  made  by  the  common  carrier  to  the 
party  or  parties  found  to  have  been  injured."  It  will  be 
observed  that  it  is  only  the  ^^xdllfuV  failure  or  omission  to 
comply  with  a  requirement  of  the  Act  which  is  made  a  mis-  "^ 
demeanor  under  section  10,  and  that  under  section  14,  the 
Commission  can  only  recommend  reparation  in  cases  of 
Injut^y  sustained  from  such  omission  or  failure.  The  facts  in 
this  case  do  not  show  that  the  defendants  *^  wilJfully^^ 
omitted  or  failed  to  notify  this  Commission  of  the  advance 
in  rates  as  required  by  the  Act  and  to  post  notices  to  the 
public  thereof  as  required  by  the  order  of  this  Commission^ 
and  there  is  no  proof  whatever  of  any  damages  or  injury  sus- 
tained by  any  one  by  reason  of  such  failure  or  omission. 
There  is,  therefore,  no  case  made  for  an  application  by  the 
Commission  to  a  district  attorney  for  the  institution  of  a 
prosecution  and  no  ground  for  a  recommendation  of  repara- 
tion for  injury  sustained.  It  may  be  further  noted  in  this 
connection  that  a  proposed  advance  in  orange  rates  had 
been  commented  on  in  the  Florida  papers  and  was  a  matter 
of  general  notoriety  throughout  the  State,  and  it  is  not 
probable  that  any  one  was  damaged  by  the  alleged  failure  to 
give  the  notice  the  exact  length  of  time  prescribed  in  the 
order  of  the  Commission. 

The  important  and  difficult  question  is  that  raised  by  the 
charge  that  the  advanced  rates  are  in  themselves  unjust  an^ 
unreasonable  and  therefore,  in  violation  of  section  1  of  the 
Interstate  Commerce  Law.  The  facts  bearing  more  or  less 
directly  on  this  question  as  disclosed  by  the  testimony  taken 
at  the  hearing  and  data  on  file  with  this  Commission,  are  as 
follows : 

1.  Jacksonville,  Callahan,  Gainesville,  Live  Oak  and  Lake 
City  are  base  points  in  Florida  for  the  shipment  of  oranges 
to  the  northeastern  cities,  Baltimore,  Philadelphia,  New 
York,  Boston  and  Providence,  and  the  through  rates  from 
the  "gathering  points"  to  said  cities  are  made  up  of 
the  local  rates  to  said  base  points,  plus  the  through  rates> 
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thence  over  the  several  lines  described  in  the  complaint  to 
destination,  and  the  freight  is  shipped  on  through  bills  of 
lading  over  said  lines  from  the  local  or  gathering  points. 
The  rates  from  all  these  base  points  are  the  same  to  each  of 
«aid  points  of  destination.  These  rates,  prior  to  November 
123,  1 890,  were  from  said  base  points  to  New  York  as  fol- 
lows :  By  the  Clyde  Line,  the  Mallory  Line,  and  the  line 
<3omposed  of  the  Savannah,  Florida  &  Western  Bailway  and 
the  Ocean  Steamship  Company,  30  cents  per  standard  box 
of  80  pounds ;  by  the  Atlantic  Coast  Line,  37^  cents  per 
standard  box ;  and  by  the  Atlantic  Coast  Dispatch  Line  (all 
rail),  43  cents  per  standard  box.  The  rates  by  said  lines  to 
said  other  cities  were  in  proportion  to  those  to  New  Tork, 
being  less  to  Baltimore  and  Philadelphia,  and  greater  to 
Providence  and  Boston. 

2.  In  November,  1890,  an  advance  of  10  cents  on  the  above 
rates  to  all  northeastern  points  was  made  to  become  eflfective 
on  the  23d  of  that  month.  By  this  advance  the  rates  from 
the  base  points  to  New  Tork  by  the  first  three  lines  above 
mentioned  became  40  cents  per  box ;  by  the  Atlantic  Coast 
Line  47^  cents,  and  by  the  Atlantic  Coast  Dispatch  Line 
53  cents ;  and  the  rates  to  said  other  cities  were  equally 
increased.  At  a  prior  meeting  of  the  managers  and  traffic 
agents  of  the  lines  this  advance  in  rates  could  not  be  agreed 
upon,  and  it  was  referred  to  their  respective  presidents,  by 
whom  it  was  finally  adopted  and  ordered  to  be  put  in  force. 
The  increased  rates  have  been  charged  and  received  by  all 
the  lines  since  November  23,  1890. 

3.  The  following  tables  show  the  rates  which  had  pre- 
vailed from  Jacksonville  (and  presumably  from  the  other  base 
points)  via  Savannah  and  steamship.  Savannah  and  the 
Atlantic  Coast  Line  and  Savannah  and  the  Atlantic  Coast 
Dispatch  Line,  to  Baltimore,  Philadelphia,  New  York  and 
Boston,  from  the  initial  dates  named  therein  to  November 
23,  1890 : 
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Ratis  on  Oranges  from  Jaoksonvillb,  Fla.,  to  Points  named  via  Savan^ 

nah  and  a.  c.  d.,  all  bail. 

To  Baltimore.    Philadelphia.       New  York.      Boston^Mass. 

Brl.    Taking  Effect.. 

.80      Dec.  6,  1887. 

.98      Oct  1,  1888. 

.98      Sep.  21,  1889.. 

1.18      Nov.23,1890. 

Rates  on  Oranges  from  Jacksonville,  Fla.,  to  points  named  via  Savan^ 

NAH  AND  A.  C.  L.,  Rail  and  Water. 


Bx. 

Brl. 

Bx. 

Brl. 

Bx. 

Brl. 

Bx. 

.40 

.80 

.40 

.80 

.40 

.80 

.40 

.40 

.80 

.41 

.81 

.43 

.85 

.49 

.40 

.80 

.41 

.81 

.43 

.85 

.49 

.50 

1.00 

.51 

1.02 

.53 

1.06 

.59 

To  Baltimore. 

Philadelphia. 

New  York. 

Bo8ton,Ma88 

• 

Bx. 

Brl. 

Bx. 

Brl. 

Bx. 

Brl. 

Bx. 

Brl. 

Taking  Effect. 

.60 

1.20 

.60 

1.20 

.60 

1.20 

.65 

1.30 

Oct.  15,  1883. 

.50 

1.00 

.50 

1.00 

.50 

1.00 

.60 

1.20 

Dec.    7,  1883. 

.50 

1.00 

.50 

1.00 

.50 

1.00 

.60 

1.20 

Dec.  22,  1883. 

.30 

.60 

.30 

.60 

.80 

.60 

.45 

.80 

Oct.   15,  1884. 

.40 

.80 

.40 

.80 

.40 

.80 

.54 

.96 

Jan.    12,  1885. 

.40 

.80 

.40 

.80 

.40 

.80 

.54 

.96 

Sept.  13,  1885. 

.40 

.80 

.40 

.80 

.40 

.80 

.54 

.96 

Sept.  15,  18«6. 

.40 

.8^ 

.40 

.80 

.40 

.80 

.40 

.60 

Nov.    1,  1886. 

.35 

.70 

.35 

.70 

.35 

.70 

.35 

.70 

Nov.  30,  1886. 

.35 

.70 

.35 

.70 

.35 

.70 

.35 

.70 

Sept.    1,  1887. 

.95 

70 

.35 

.70 

.35 

.70 

.38 

.76 

Oct.     1,  1888. 

.85 

.70 

.35 

.70 

.35 

.70 

.38 

.76 

Sept.  20,  1889. 

.87i 

.75 

.37  J 

.75 

.37  J 

.75 

.40^ 

.81 

Oct.   15,  1889. 

.47i 

.95 

.47i 

.95 

.47i 

.95 

.50J 

1.01 

Nov.  23,  1890. 

Rates 

ON  Oranges  from  Jacksonville,  Fla., 

TO  Points  named  via  Savan- 

NAH    AND  StEAMSH] 

IP. 

To  Baltimore. 

Philadelphia. 

New  York. 

Boston,  Mass. 

Bx. 

Brl. 

Bx. 

Brl. 

Bx. 

Brl. 

Bx. 

Brl. 

Taking  Effect. 

.50 

1.00 

.50 

1.00 

.50 

1.00 

.50 

1.00 

Oct.   3,  1881. 

.50 

1.00 

.50 

1.00 

.50 

1.00 

.50 

1.00 

Oct.  15,  1888. 

.50 

1.00 

.50 

1.00 

.50 

1.00 

.50 

1.00 

Nov.  15, 1888. 

.80 

.60 

.30 

.60 

.80 

.60 

.30 

.60 

Oct.    6,  1884. 

.40 

.80 

.40 

.80 

.40 

.80 

.40 

.80 

Jan.  12,  1885. 

.40 

.80 

.40 

.80 

.40 

.80 

.40 

.80 

Sept  7,  1885. 

.40 

.80 

.40 

.80 

.40 

.80 

.40 

.80 

Sept.  15, 1886. 

.80 

.60 

.30 

.60 

.30 

.60 

.30 

.60 

Nov.  18, 1880. 

.80 

.60 

.30 

.60 

,.80 

.60 

30 

.60 

Sept.  1, 1887. 

.30 

.60 

.80 

.60 

.30 

.60 

.30 

.00 

Sept.15,1887. 

.30 

.60 

.30 

.60 

.30 

.60 

.85 

.70 

Sept.20,1889. 

.40 

.80 

.40 

.80 

.40 

.80 

.45 

.90 

Nov.  23, 1890. 

From  these  tables  it  appears  that,  for  the  most  part,  the 
rates  immediately  preceding  those  of  November  23,  1890^ 
had  been  in  force  about  foui:  years.     It  is  claimed  by  the. 
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defendants  that  these  rates  did  not  compensate  them  for  the 
service  rendered,  and  in  explanation  of  the  fact  that  they 
were  so  long  maintained,  W.  P.  Hardee,  General  Freight 
Agent  of  the  Savannah,  Florida  &  Western  Bailway  Com- 
pany, testified  that  the  30-cent  rate  by  the  first  thr-ee  lines 
was  a  war  rate  made  on  account  of  the  water  line  from  New 
York  to  Jacksonville,  established  in  1886,  and  that  it  remained 
in  force  for  about  four  years  because  of  a  "  misunderstand- 
ing of  the  lines  regarding  those  rates."  C.  D.  O^'eh,  Traffic 
Manager  of  the  Plant  System,  testified,  however,  in  reference 
to  the  long  continuance  of  these  rates,  that  there  was  much 
depression  in  business  over  Florida  during  the  four  years 
from  November,  1886,  to  November,  1890,  resulting  from  a 
freeze  in  January,  1886,  and  the  yellow  fever  epidemic  in  1887, 
which  was  not  declared  oflF  until  December,  1888,  and  that 
because  of  such  business  depression  it  was  not  deemed  advis- 
able to  raise  the  rates  during  that  period. 

4.  The  orange  crops  for  said  years  have  steadily  increased 
in  volume,  being  as  follows : 

Season  of  1886-87 1,260,000  boxes. 

1887-88 1,500,000    " 

1888-89 1,950,000    " 

1889-90 2,150,000    " 

The  testimony  is  to  the  eflfect  that  the  crop  of  1890-91  will 
be  larger  than  that  of  the  preceding  season. 

The  raising  of  oranges  is  becoming  each  year  more  expen- 
sive on  account  of  the  increasing  demand  for  fertilizers  as 
the  lands  grow  older.  The  planting  of  new  groves  is  more 
expensive  than  formerly,  because  young  trees  for  grafting 
have  now  to  be  bought  from  nurseries,  whereas  they  could 
be  obtained  originally  from  the  large  growth  of  wild  oranges. 

The  orange  crop  is  an  uncertain  one  to  the  individual 
grower  in  consequence  of  the  liability  to  injury  from  cold 
iind  the  ravages  of  insects ;  but  the  volume  of  the  aggregate 
crop  is  constantly  increasing,  and  will  doubtless  continue  to 
increase,  because  of  the  planting  of  new  groves,  and  because 
the  groves  already  planted  increase  in  productiveness  and 
value  as  they  grow  older. 
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The  rate  on  oranges  per  box  in  carloads  from  Jacksonville 
to  Chicatgo  is  60  cents  per  box,  and  the  distance  1,030  miles. 
The  distance  to  New  York  is  1,075  miles.  The  shipment  of 
oranges  from  Jacksonville  to  Chicago  is  small  as  compared 
with  that  to  New  York,  and  there  is  no  evidence  as  to  the 
relative  conditions  in  other  respects  of  the  transportation  of 
oranges  to  said  two  points.  The  carload  rate  on  oranges 
from  Los  Angeles,  Cal.,  to  all  points  east  of  the  Missouri 
River  is  $1  per  box,  the  same  rate  prevailing  to  New  York  as 
to  Chicago.  The  distance  to  Chicago  is  about  2,265  miles, 
and  to  New  York  about  3,180  miles. 

5.  The  price  of  the  orange  fluctuates  with  the  quantity 
produced,  and  the  tendency  of  increased  production  is  to 
reduce  the  price.  The  evidence  as  to  the  market  value  of 
oranges  is  very  indefinite  and  unsatisfactory.  The  average 
price  during  the  season  of  1889-90,  as  stated  by  the  manager 
of  the  Florida  Fruit  Exchange,  was  $1.52  per  box  after  deduct- 
ing transportation  charges  and  commissions.  From  this 
must  be  deducted  the  cost  of  cultivation,  wrapping  and  all 
expenses  for  putting  the  fruit  on  the  car,  which  is  estimated 
by  an  orange  grower  (Delano)  at  80  cents  per  box.  This 
would  leave  a  profit  of  72  cents  per  box,  exclusive  of  interest 
on  investment  and  other  charges  not  included  in  above  esti- 
mate. The  commissions  now  charged  are  8  per  cent,  on 
gross  sales,  and  the  selling  price  of  a  box,  in  order  to  net 
11.52,  after  deducting  commissions  and  transportation  charges 
must  be  about  $2.  The  orange  season  begins  about  the  first 
of  October  and  runs  through  October,  November,  December 
and  January,  when  it  begins  to  fall  oflf.  The  heaviest  months 
are  December  and  January.  The  average  weight  of  a  box  is 
80  pounds,  and  the  average  number  in  a  box  150. 

6.  About  two-thirds  of  the  Florida  orange  crop  goes  east 
to  Baltimore,  Philadelphia,  New  York,  Providence  and  Bos- 
ton, and  one-third  west  to  Cincinnati,  Chicago  and  other 
western  points.  The  bulk  of  the  shipments  go  by  the  lines 
leading  out  of  Gainesville,  Callahan,  Jacksonville  and  Fer- 
nandiua. 

The  following  is  the  number  of  tons  of  the  principal  arti- 
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cles  transported  by  the  Savannah,  Florida  &  Western  during 
the  year  ending  June  30,  1890,  according  to  the  statement  of 
W.  P.  Hardee,  General  Freight  Agent  of  that  road : 

Tons. 

Oranges 64,285 

Melons 21,983 

Fruits  and  Vegetables 22,408 

Cotton 62,057 

Grain,  Flour  and  other  Mill  Products 81,549 

Fertilizers 65,652 

Hay  and  Fodder 15,212 

Lumber  and  Wood 358,672 

Naval  Stores 136,121 

Stone,  Sand  and  other  like  articles 19,998 

Cement,  Brick  and  Lime 13,071 

Other  articles 238,452 

Total 1,099,460 

According  to  this  statement  the  tonnage  of  oranges  on  that 
road  exceeded  that  of  cotton  by  2,228  tons,  and  was  about 
three-fourths  of  the  orange  crop  of  that  year. 

There  are  twenty-five  boxes  (80  pounds  each)  to  a  ton,  and  64,- 
285  tons  would  be  1,607,125  boxes.  At  the  old  rate  of  30  cents 
the  revenue  from  that  number  of  b6xes  would  be  $482,137.50, 
or  $7.50  per  ton.  From  tariffs  issued  by  the  Savannah,  Flor- 
ida &  Western  Railway  Company  on  file  with  this  Commis- 
sion, eflfective  October  3,  1889,  it  appears  that  the  rates  on 
cotton  from  Callahan,  Jacksonville,  Live  Oak  and  Lake  City, 
Florida,  to  New  York  via  steamship,  were  then  not  quite 
twice  as  much  per  ton  as  those  on  oranges;  but  a  tariff 
recently  filed,  taking  effect  September  12,  1891,  makes  a  rate 
on  cotton  which  is  only  about  20  per  cent,  higher  than  the 
40-cent  rate  on  oranges.  The  gross  value  of  a  ton  of  oranges, 
at  $2  per  box  is  $50,  while  that  of  a  ton  of  cotton  is  from 
$180  to  $200. 

It  was  stated  by  G.  M.  Sorrel,  manager  of  the  steamship 
line  from  Savannah,  that  a  ton  of  cotton  (whether  compressed 
or  uncompressed  does  not  appear)  occupies  about  twice  aa 
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much  space  as  a  ton  of  oranges,  but  that  the  best  part  of  a 
ship — that  best  ventilated — must  be  reserved  for  oranges, 
and  their  handling  is  expensive,  while  cotton  can  be  carried 
anywhere  and  handled  in  any  way. 

7.  In  transporting   oranges   by   rail   a   ventilated   car  is 
required,  but  the  cars  in  actual  use  are  ordinary  box  cars 
with  gratings.     There  is  nothing  in  the  character  of  orange 
cars  which  prevents  their  use  for  other  freight.     The  busy 
season  wdth  the  carriers  from  and  to  Florida  points  is  in  the 
winter,  and  the  increase  of  business  consists  principally  in 
the  shipment  noi-th  of  cotton,  oranges  and  other  fruit.  More 
freight  also  comes  from  the  north  in  winter  than  at  any  other 
season.     The  freight  coming  south  via  Portsmouth  and  Nor- 
folk and  via  the  all-rail  line  is  comparatively  small,  but  more 
or  less  comes  by  the  Ocean  Steamship  Company  via  Savan- 
nah.   As  to  the  lines  from  Florida  points  of  the  Savannah, 
Florida  &  Western  Railway  and  Ocean  Steamship  Company, 
cars  carrying  oranges  north  generally  return  loaded.     Most 
other  orange   cars  return    south  empty.     There  is  a  through 
train,  known  as  No.  208,  on  the  all-rail  line  from  Jackson- 
ville to   New  York,  which  is  practically  an  exclusive  orange 
or  "perishable  freight"    train;    the    other  trains   carrying 
oranges  take  other  freight,  and  sometimes  in  the  same  cars 
with  oranges.     Train  No.  208  was  put   on  in  1887,  and  ran 
from  1887  to  1890  under  the  old  freight  rates.     The  speed  of 
the  "perishable"  freight  train  is  about   18   miles    au   hour, 
while  the  ordinary  schedule  is  from  12  to  14  miles,  and  the 
"  perishable  "  train  has   the  right  of  way  over  other  freight 
trains.     On  the  orange  or  "  perishable"  traffic  the  movement 
is  at  a  higher  rate  of  speed,  and  there  is  a  smaller  average 
loading  than  of  other  freight,  while  to  attain  the  necessary 
speed  the  number  of  cars  to  a  train  is  limited.    The  increased 
speed  causes  a  larger  consumption  of  coal,  and  in  other  ways 
somewhat  enhances  the  cost  of  transportation. 

On  the  arrival  of  the  "  perishable  "  freight  train  in  Jersey 
City  for  New  York  delivery,  the  labor  detailed  at  that  station 
stops  handling  other  freight  and  give  "the  perishable  freight" 
special  attention.     The  cars  are  run  on  floats  from  the  Jersey 
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side  of  the  river-and  brought  to  the  pier  on  the  New  York 
side,  where  the  freight  is  unloaded  in  what  are  called  "  con- 
signees' stores,"  which  are  given  to  the  trade  free  of  rent. 
Pier  29,  which  covers  about  50,000  square  feet,  and  the  shed- 
ding of  which  cost  the  Pennsylvania  Company  $45,000,  is 
devoted  exclusively  to  the  "  perishable  "  traffic,  and  consignees 
use  it  as  their  sales-room  without  charge.  For  the  "  perish- 
able '*  freight  the  force  comes  on  at  7  P.  M.,  and  a  night  force 
of  watchmen  and  clerks  is  required.  There  is  also  an  expend- 
iture for  gas.  The  "  perishable  "  freight  is  ready  for  delivery 
at  midnight,  while  for  ordinary  freight  the  gates  are  not 
opened  until  7  o'clock  in  the  morning.  Train  No.  208  is  made 
up  so  that  freight  for  New  York  is  nearest  the  engine,  and 
next  that  for  Newark,  Philadelphia,  Wilmington,  Baltimore 
and  Washington  in  the  order  named.  The  trains  are  ten- 
dered the  Pennsylvania  line  in  this  order  at  Richmond,  and 
this  equalizes  to  some  extent  the  terminal  service  performed 
by  that  line  at  New  York. 

8.  The  facilities  for  handling  the  orange  business  have 
been  much  improved  of  late,  and  there  is  now  little  or  no 
fault  found  with  the  carriers  in  that  respect.  A  faster  ship, 
the  Kansas  City,  which  cost  $500,000  and  makes  16  knots  an 
hour,  has  been  put  on  by  the  steamship  line  from  Savannah. 
The  Ocean  Steamship  Company  have  set  aside  one-half  of 
one  of  their  piers  in  New  York,  rented  at  from  $40,000  to 
$45,000  per  annum,  for  the  special  care  of  oranges,  and  steam 
has  been  introduced  so  as  to  keep  them  warm  in  cold  weather. 
This  special  provision  for  the  care  of  oranges  was  made  with 
a  view  of  bringing  business  to  that  line,  and  no  chaige  is 
made  for  it.  There  has  been  also  an  increase  of  platforms  at 
Jacksonville  and  other  points  for  the  "perishable"  freight 
service.  At  W^ilmington  a  special  yard  for  "  perishables " 
was  constructed  two  seasons  ago  at  a  cost  of  from  $15,000  to 
$18,000,  for  handling  the  business  and  inspecting  the  trains 
at  that  point,  and  at  Richmond  the  rojids  have  just  completed 
a  track  around  the  city  at  a  cost  of  $150,000.  This  expense 
at  Richmond  was  necessitated  by  the  lieavy  grade  of  120 
feet,  which  prevented  the  handling  of  fast    freight  there  in 
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less  than  three  hours.  Other  freight  besides  "perishables" 
are  hauled  over  this  improvement,  and  it  is  an  addition  to 
the  general  facilities  of  the  road. 

9.  The  following  tables  are  compiled  from  data  furnished 
by  the  carriers  and  on  file  in  the  auditor's  oflSce  of  this  Com- 
mission. The  first  relates  to  the  all-rail  line  (Atlantic  Coast 
Dispatch  Line)  and  shows  the  through  rates  on  oranges  by 
that  line  from  Florida  "base  points  "to  the  northeastern  cities 
named,  and  the  rate  jP^  ton  per  laile  both  under  the  rates  in 
force  at  the  date  of  the  advance  and  also  under  the  advanced 
rates,  and  the  divisions  of  the  advanced  rates  between  the 
diflferent  poi-tions  of  the  line.  The  second  gives  the  through 
rates,  old  and  new,  and  divisions  of  the  new  on  the  rail  and 
water  Une  via  Portsmouth,  and  the  third,  the  through  rates 
via  Savannah  and  steamship.  There  are  no  data  showing 
the  rate  per  ton  per  mile  except  on  the  all-rail  line,  as  the 
mileage  by  water  is  not  estimated,  and  there  is  no  division 
of  the  rate  via  Savannah  and  steamer. 

All  Rah..     Rates  on  Oranges.     Immediately  prbcedino  November  20, 

1890,  and  to  present  date. 

BostOD,  Mass, 


To 

Baltimore. 

Philadelphia.    New  York  City. 

Providence,  R.  I. 

From: 
JackflonTille,  Florida, 
Ctllahan, 
live  Oak,            •' 
Gainesville, 
Lake  i  ity,           ** 

Mileage, 

Per  Box. 

Per  Barrel. 

Rate  per  ton 
per  mile. 

Mileage. 
Per  Box. 

Per  Barrel. 

Rate   per  ton 
per  mile. 

Mileage. 

Per  Box. 

Per  Barrel. 

Rate  per  ton 
per  mile. 

Mileage. 
Per  Box. 

Per  Barrel. 

Rate  per  ton 
per  mile. 

a,P.JkW.  Ry.  Taiiflf) 
SeMon  1889  &  1890..  - 

889  40   80    1.1 

985  41    81 

1.04  1075  43   85     1 

1288  49    98    0.95 

laeoed  Dec.  5, 18S9...) 

8.,  F.  A  W.  Rr.  Tariff  >_ 
No?emb«r23.1SQ0...>~ 

889  50100    1.38 

9b5  51  102 

1.29  1075  53  106  1.23 

1288  59  118    1.14 

&,F.  *W.  Ry.  Tariff) 

Season   1890  A  1891.  ^ 

889  50  100  1.88 

985  51  102 

1.89  1075  53  106  1.23 

1288  59  118    1.14 

ItsaedDec  18*1890..) 

Divisions. 

Divisions.        Divisions. 

Divisions. 

8..P.  AW.  Railway.  . 

18  37.5 

18  87.5 

18  37.5 

18  37.5 

A.  a  Despatch  to  Riob- 
immd  or  Port»mouth. 

23  44  5 

22  42.5 

22  42.5 

21.5  41.5 

Korth 

9  18 

11  22 

13  26 

19  5  39 

Total 

50  100 

51  102 

53  106 

59  118 

^oU. — Mileaf?e  given  above  is  from  Jacicsonville.     Divisions  apply  from 
Jacksonxille  and  Callatian  only. 
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Rail  and  Water,  tJta  Portsmouth,  or  Pinner's  Point.    Rates  on  Orangey. 
Immediately  Preceding  Nov.  23,  1890,  and  to  Present  Date. 

Boston,  Mass. 
To  Balto.,  Md.  Phila.  Pa.  N.  Y.City.  Prov.,  R.  I. 

From— 

Jacksonville,  Fla.  ®                  *©                    "3                  "o 

(;allahan,          **  oSS§oSoS 

Live  Oak,         ♦*  ««««««»« 

Gainesville,      '^  b^^^L^^uhihi 

Lake  City,         *'  PhCL,(1,Pl,(1,(1,(1,Pl, 

S. ,  F.  &  W.  Ry.  Tr'ff,  Season 

'89&'90.  Issued  Dec. 5, '89.  37.5  75   37.5  75  37.5   75   40.5    81 

S.F.&W.Ry.Tr'ff.Nov.23,'90  47i   95   47i   95   47i   95   50J   1.01 

JS.,  F.  &  W.  Ry.  Tr'ff,  Season 

'90&'91.  Issued  Dec.  18, '90.  47i      95      47^      95      47i      95      50J      1.01 

Divisions.    Divisions.     Divisions.    Divisions. 

S.,F.  &W.  Ry 18      37.5    18      37.5      18      37      18       37.5 

A.  C.  Line,  Savannah  to  Pin- 
ner's Pt.  or  Poiisraouth .     24.2  47        22.8  44.3      22.8  44.3    23.2  45.3 

Steamer 5.3  10.5      6.7  13.2      6.7   13.2    9.3    18.2 

Total 47i    95      47^    95         47i    95        50^     101 

Fia  Savannah  ANT)  Steameu.     Rates  on  Oranges.     Immediately  Preced- 
ing Nov.  23,  1890,  to  Present  Date. 

to  BaltG.,        Phila.,        N.   Y.       Boston. 

Md.  Pa.  City.     Prov.,  R.L 

FROM  : 

Jacksonville,  Fla., 
Callahan, 
Live  Oak, 
Gainesville,       ** 
Lake  City, 

S. ,  F.  &  W.  Tariff,  Season   1889 

and  1890,  issued  Dec.  5,  1889. 

S.,  F.  ife  VV.  Ry.  Tr'ff,  Nov.  23,  '90 
8. ,  F.  &  W.  Ry.  Tr'ff,  Season  1890 

and  1891,  issued  Dec.  18, 1890.      40    80        40    80        40    80        45    90 

10.  The  following  statement,  in  reference  to  freight  in  gen- 
eral, of  average  receipts  per  ton  per  mile,  and  estimated  cost 
of  carrying  a  ton  a  mile,  for  the  years  ending  June  30,  1889^ 
and  1890,  is  taken  from  the  report  of  the  carriers  named 
therein  on  file  in  the  office  of  the  Statistician  of  this  Com- 
mission : 
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R0A.D. 


Atlantic  Coast  Line  Assoc'n. 
reporting  for  N.  E.  R.  R.of 
8.  C.Wil.  AWel.R.  R., 
WU.,Col.&Aug.R.R.,Pe. 
tersburg  R.  R.  and  Rich- 
mond &  Petersburg  R.  R. 

(Iiarleeton  &  Savan'h  R.  R . 

Florida  Cent.  &  Pen.  R.R.... 

Pennsylvania  R.  R... 

Alexandria  &  Fred.  Ry 

Alexandria  &.  Wash.  R.R... 

Washington  South.  Ry 

Balto.  A  Potomac  R.R 

Phil.,Wil.&Balto.R.R 

Rich., Fred.  A  Potomac  R.  R. 

Sav.,  Fla.  &  Western  Ry . . . . 

Seaboard  &  Roanoke  R.  R. . . 


Average  Receipts 
per  ton  per  mile. 


1889. 


Cts.  Mills. 


1 
1 
1 
1 
2 


824 
897 
508 
685 

834 


389 
517 
162 

588 
115 


1890. 


Cts.  Mills. 


1 
1 
1 


1 
1 
1 
1 
1 


593 
201 
554 
661 
746 
973 
746 
326 
356 
040 
378 
982 


Estimated  Cost  of 
carrying  a  ton  a  mils. 


1889. 


Cts.  Mills. 


1 


1 
I 

•  • 

1 
1 


015 
862 
097 
486 
920 


1890. 


Cts. 


182 
231 
962 
135 
129 


Mills. 


1 
1 


798 
694 
290 
457 
891 
909 
752 
197 
098 
823 
965 
038 


(Note.— The  report  of  the  Alexandria  &  Fredericlisburg  Railway  and  the 
Alexandria  So  Washington  Railroad  is,  as  to  1890,  for  the  nine  months  end- 
ing  March  31  of  that  year ;  of  the  Alexandria  A  Washington  Railway  for 
1889,  is  included  in  that  of  Alexandria  &  Fredericksburg  Railway;  and  of  the 
Washington  Southern  Railway  is  for  the  three  months  ending  June  30, 1890. 

11.  The  Savannah,  Florida  &  Western  Bail  way  is  a  part 
of  the  last  three  lines  mentioned  in  the  complaint,  and  as  the 
initial  road  has  the  burden  of  assorting,  loading  and  billing 
about  60  per  cent,  of  the  orange  freight  received  at  Jackson- 
ville. Under  the  division  of  the  new  through  rate  that  road 
receives  18  cents  per  box  for  172  miles  transportation,  which 
is  a  rate  of  2.6  cents  per  ton  per  mile,  and  largely  in  excess 
of  that  received  by  the  other  roads. 

If  the  through  rates  were  divided  on  a  mileage  basis  the 
proportion  of  the  other  roads  would  be  increased.  For  exam- 
ple, the  through  rate  Of  53  cents  per  box  on  the  all-rail  line  from 
Jacksonville  to  New  York  is  divided  so  as  to  give  the  follow- 
ing rates  per  ton  per  mile  on  the  different  portions  of  the  line  : 

Savannah,  Florida  &  Western  Railway,  172  miles,  2.6  cents 
per  ton  per  mile. 
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Charleston  &  Savannah,  115  miles,  .89  cts.  per  ton  per  mile. 
Charleston  to  Richmond,  443  miles,  1  cent  per  ton  per  mile. 
Bichmond  to  New  York,  345  miles,  .94  cts.  per  ton  per  mile. 

The  rate  per  ton  per  mile  from  Jacksonville  to  New  York 
under  the  old  rate,  43  cents  per  box,  was  1  cent,  and  under 
the  new  rate  is  1.23  cents. 

From  these  figures  it  appears  that,  with  the  exception  of 
the  Savannah,  Florida  &  Western  Railway,  none  of  the  roads 
composing  the  all-rail  line  receive  more  per  ton  per  mile 
under  the  new  rate  than  they  would  have  received  on  a  divis- 
ion of  the  old  rate  on  a  mileage  basis,  and  the  roads  from 
Charleston  to  Savannah  and  from  Richmond  to  New  York 
receive  less. 

It  will  be  noted  that  the  Washington  Southern  Railway 
Company,  the  Baltimore  &  Potomac  Railroad  Company,  the 
Philadelphia,  Wilmington  &  Baltimore  Bailroad  Company ,^ 
the  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Company,  and  the  Richmond^ 
Fredericksburg  &  Potomac  Railroad  Company  in  their 
answers  only  deny  that  their  '^proportions''  of  the  through 
rate  prior  to  the  advance  afforded  ample  compensation  for 
the  service  rendered. 

Of  the  old  rate  of  43  cents  per  box  by  the  all-rail  line  from 
Jacksonville  to  New  York,  the  proportion  of  the  Savannah^ 
Florida  &  Western  Railway  was  13  cents  for  172  miles,  which 
was  1.88  cents  per  ton  per  mile.  As  that  road  receives  18 
cents  under  the  new  rate,  it  is  seen  that  one-half  of  the 
advance  is  given  to  it  on  172  miles  of  the  line,  while  to  the 
whole  remainder,  903  miles,  is  allotted  the  other  half.  The 
addition  of  5  cents  to  the  proportion  of  the  Savannah,  Flor- 
ida &  Western  for  172  miles  is  an  increase  of  .72  cents  per 
ton  per  mile,  which,  added  to  the  1.88  cents  received  under 
the  old  rate,  makes  the  present  rate  2.6  cents  per  ton  per  mile. 
The  proportion  of  the  Savannah,  Florida  &  Western  was  the 
same  by  the  all-rail  and  by  the  rail  and  water  lines  from 
Jacksonville,  Callahan,  etc.,  to  New  York,  viz.,  13  cents  at  the 
old  rates,  and  remains  the  same  by  both  routes,  viz.,  18  cents 
at  the  new  rates,  and  this  proportion  prevails  as  to  the  other 
northeastern  cities.     That  road,  therefore,   receives  half  of 
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the  adyance  on  all  said  lines  between  said  points,  and  about 
the  same  proportion  from  tKe  other  base  points. 

While  the  complainant  has  no  interest  in  the  division  the 
defendants  make  between  themselves,  and  that  division  does 
not  determine  what  the  charge  to  the  public  should  be,  yet 
"it  is  not  without  significance  in  determining  what  are  rea- 
sonable rates  for  the  whol^  distance  on  the  lines  in  question." 
(Brady  v.  Venn.  E.  E.  Co.,  2  I.  C.  C.  Eep.  131 ;  2  Inters.  Com. 
Bep.  78.; 

The  Savannah,  Florida  &  Western  already  had  a  propor- 
tion of  the  through  rate  largely  in  excess  of  that  of  the  other 
carriers  associated  with  it,  and  the  disproportion  is  made 
still  greater  by  the  allotment  to  it  of  half  the  entire  advance 
in  rates.  Under  its  proportion  of  the  old  rate  it  received 
1.88  cents  per  ton  per  mile,  and  according  to  its  report,  supra^ 
the  estimated  cost  of  carrying  a  ton  of  freight  a  mile  in  gen- 
eral over  its  line  was,  for  the  year  ending  June  30,  1890,  .965 
cents.  Deducting  the  latter  from  the  former  and  there  is  left 
.915  cents  (over  9  mills)  as  the  excess  of  the  rate  per  ton  per 
mile  under  the  old  rate  over  the  estimated  cost  of  its  general 
transportsition.  Making  the  same  deduction  from  the  rutt^ 
per  ton  per  mile,  2.6  cents  received  under  the  advanced  rate, 
and  there  is  left  1.63  cents  as  the  excess  of  the  present  rate 
over  the  cost  of  transportation  in  general. 

The  transportation  of  oranges,  it  is  true,  receives  special 
care  and  attention  from  the  defendants.  Cars  and  steamers 
are  ventilated ;  trains  are  run  on  fast  schedules  which  limit 
the  number  of  cars  and  increase  the  consumption  of  coal, 
and  extra  accommodations  and  employes  are  provided  at 
shipping,  junction  and  terminal  points.  Moreover,  most  of 
tlie  cars  engaged  in  this  traffic  by  the  all-rail  lines  return 
emj)ty,  and  the  cars  carrying  oranges  north  are  not  loaded 
to  their  full  capacity,  the  average  load  not  exceeding  19,000 
jmunds.  The  service,  therefore,  is  more  expensive  than  that 
rendered  in  connection  with  ordinary  freight.  But  the  rate 
per  ton  per  mile  of  the  Savannah,  Florida  k  Western,  under 
the  old  rate,  was  much  higher  than  its  averages  receipts  per 
ton  per  mile  on  freight  in  general.  According  to  its  report 
for  the  year   ending  June  30,  1890,  that  average  was  1.378 
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cents,  while  its  rate  on  oranges  was  1.88  cents,  a  difference 
of  over  5  mills  in  favor  of  the  latter.  It  a-ppeai-s  that  this 
company  has  not  paid  dividends  for  some  time,  but  has  been 
an  interest -pa  jdn^  road,  and  there  is  no  reliable  evidence 
that  the  orange  traffic  was  unremunerative  under  the  old 
rates.  The  traffic  manager  of  the  Plant  System  states  that 
his  opinion,  that  the  orange  traffic  of  the  Savannah,  Florida 
A:  Western  was  unremunerative,  was  based  on  the  fact  that 
the  owners  said  so,  and  not  on  personal  knowledge  of  its 
capital  or  its  general  net  revenue.  It  will  be  observed,  also, 
that  the  estimated  cost  of  carrying  a  ton  a  mile  over  the  line 
of  that  road,  according  to  its  report,  decreased  from  1.135 
cents  in  1889  to  .965  cents  in  1890. 

The  fact  that  the  rates  immediately  preceding  the  advance 
had  for  the  most  part  continued  in  force  for  about  four  years, 
unless  a  satisfactory  explanation  is  made  of  the  long  acqui- 
escence of  the  carriers  therein,  raises  a  presumption  that 
they  were  reasonable — at  least,  so  far  as  the  carriers  are  con- 
cerned. {In  re  Eates  on  Food  Products,  4  I.  C.  C.  Bep.  48; 
3  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  93.) 

It  is  stated  that  these  rates  were  originally  war  rates  on 
account  of  the  establishment  in  1886  of  a  water  line  from 
New  York  to  Jacksonville,  and  that  they  were  continued  in 
force  for  so  long  a  time  because  of  a  "  misunderstanding  of 
the  lines  "  regarding  them,  and  on  account  of  business  depres- 
sion in  Florida,  resulting  from  a  freeze  in  January,  1886, 
about  ten  months  before  the  rates  \rere  adopted ^  and  yellow  fever 
epidemic  in  1887,  which  was  "declared  off"  in  December, 
1888,  about  two  yearsbefore  the  advance  rates  were  j^^it  in  force. 
The  alleged  business  depression  does  not  appear  to  have 
affected  the  production  of  oranges,  as  it  steadily  increased 
during  each  year  of  the  period  in  which  the  old  rate  was  in 
force. 

Moreover,  it  does  not  appear  that  tht»  rapid  service  and 
special  agt;ncies  employed  in  the  carriage  of  oranges  are  nec- 
essarily required  by  the  nature  of  the  commodity.  While 
spoken  of  as  "  perishable "  in  the  testimony  of  the  carriers, 
it  is  evident  that  this  characterization  is  correct  only  to  a  lim- 
ited extent.     As  is  well  known,  oranges  in  considerable  quan- 
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tities  are  shipped  by  rail  across  the  continent,  ami  brought 
here  also  in  numerous  cargoes  by  slow  vessels  from  the  Med- 
iterranean and  other  countries.  It  is  an  exceptionally*  hardy 
fruit,  and  well  adapted  to  long  transportation.  The  ship- 
ment is  made  in  packages  of  convenient  size  for  safe  and 
rapid  handling,  while  in  weight,  as  compared  with  bulk,  it 
furnishes  a  relatively  high  tonnage  for  the  space  occupied. 
In  general  desirabilitj'^  as  freight  it  differs  widely  from  those 
moredeHcate  and  short-lived  products  which  must  be  speed- 
ily consumed  after  they  are  gathered,  and  which,  from  their 
inherent  qualities,  are  ordinarily  rendered  valueless  by  acci- 
dent or  delay  in  transit.  Therefore,  the  special  facilities  pro- 
vided by  the  defendants  for  the  transportation  of  perishable 
freight  can  hardly  be  claimed,  so  far  as  the  orange  traffic  is 
concerned,  to  have  been  added  to  their  general  equipment 
solely  because  that  traffic  of  necessity  demanded  high-speed 
trains  and  unusual  conveniences  of  delivery.  The  more  prob- 
able reason  is  found  in  the  competition  between  the  different 
lines  and  their  desire  to  secure  a  business  so  important  in 
volume  and  so  desirable  in  character.  The  orange  trade  from 
Florida,  doubling  as  it  appears  to  have  done  in  the  four  years 
preceding  the  advance  in  rates,  and  giving  indications  of 
much  greater  development  in  the  future,  naturally  attracted 
the  attention  of  the  carriers  and  prompted  rivalry  in  the 
inducements  offered  to  shippers.  While  these  special  facili- 
ties were  a  manifest  advantage  to  the  producer,  the  extra 
expenses  which  they  occasioned  were  voluntarily  assumed  in 
competing  for  the  business,  and  though  entitled  to  fair  con- 
sideration, cannot  be  accorded  a  controlling  relation  to  tlu^ 
rate  in  question. 

It  is  also  to  be  observed  that  those  added  appliances  were 
for  the  most  part  put  in  use  long  before  the  advance  com- 
plained of,  and  were  obviously  valuable  to  the  carriers  in 
expediting  and  increasing  their  general  business. 

Carriers  making  an  advance  in  rates  should  be  able  to  pr(»- 
«ent  a  satisfactory  justification  of  such  advance,  particularly' 
'^hen  the  old  rates  have  been  of  many  years  standing  and 
the  advance  is  great,  ranging,  as  in  this  case,  from  about  20 
to  33J  per  cent,  of  the  old  rate,  and  the  traffic  affected  is  of 
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large  and  constantly  increasing  volume  and  of  vital  import- 
ance to  a  large  section  of  country. 

No  definite  and  reliable  data  are  furnished  as  to  the  actual 
cost  to  the  carrier  of  the  orange  traffic.  The  general  man- 
ager of  the  Atlantic  Coast  Line  testified  that  "there  are  no 
special  means  of  estimating  it,"  but  he  gives  the  cost  on  his 
line  as  within  a  small  fraction  of  eight  mills  pey  ton  per  mile. 
The  old  rate  amounted  to  1  cent  per  ton  per  mile  to  New 
York  on  the  all-rail  line  (the  Atlantic  Coast  Dispatch),  which 
is  the  only  line  on  which  the  mileage  rate  is  computed,  the 
other  lines  being  all  or  partly  water.  This  rate  of  1  cent  per 
ton  per  mile  is  below  the  average  of  receipts  on  that  line  on 
freight  in  general,  as  appears  from  the  table  in  reference 
thereto  above  given.  The  roads  composing  the  all-rail  line 
(exclusive  of  the  Savannah,  Florida  &  Western)  have  accept- 
ed, as  before  stated,  five  cents  as  their  share  of  the  increased 
rate,  and  that  road  already  had  a  proportion  of  the  old  rate 
equivalent  to  1.88  cents  per  ton  per  mile,  which  was  consid- 
erably in  excess  of  its  average  freight  receipts. 

It  is  not,  however,  our  intention  to  determine  the  appor- 
tionment between  the  several  carriers  of  the  through  rate 
which  is  deemed  reasonable,  nor  to  decide  that  the  reduction 
which  we  feel  called  upon  to  order  shall,  so  far  as  rail  trans- 
portation is  concerned,  aliect  only  the  road  receiving  half 
the  advance  which  was,  as  we  understand,  agreed  upon  by 
all  the  defendants.  We  leave  the  various  companies  free  to 
make  such  division  of  the  aggregate  charge  sanctioned  by  us 
as  they  may  agree  upon  among  themselves. 

Our  conclusion  is,  after  the  most  careful  consideration  of 
the  facts  and  circumstances  disclosed  by  this  investigation, 
that  while  some  increase  in  the  rates  prevailing  prior  to 
November  23,  1890,  was  fairly  warranted,  the  advance  made 
at  that  date  of  10  cents  a  box  was  without  justification  and 
unlawful.  That  advance,  in  our  judgment,  and  we  so  decide, 
should  not  have  exceeded  5  cents  per  box,  and,  so  far  as  it 
was  in  excess  of  that  amount,  was  unreasonable  and  con- 
trary to  law.  It  may  be  that  a  large  addition  to  the  present 
volume  of  traffic,  improved  methods  of  operation  reducing 
the  cost  of  transportation,  and  other  causes  will  in  the  near 
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future  make  the  rate  now  allowed  excessive,  but  in  view  of 
the  whole  situation  as  it  appears  to  us  at  present,  we  hold 
that  no  greater  reduction  than  five  cents  per  box  should  now 
be  required. 

The  order  of  the  Commission  is  that  the  defendants  and 
each  of  them  be  and  they  are  hereby  notified  and  required 
to  forthwith  cease  and  desist  from  charging  or  collecting  for 
the  transportation  of  oranges  and  lemons  any  greater  sum 
than  an  addition  of  5  cents  per  box  to  the  rates  in  force  prior 
to  the  advance  on  November  23, 1890 ;  that  all  sums  collected 
by  the  defendants  for  such  transportation  since  that  date  in 
excess  of  the  rates  hereby  allowed  be  and  they  are  hereby 
determined  and  adjudged  to  have  been  unreasonably  and 
unlawfully  received ;  and  that  the  defendants  and  each  of 
them  be,  and  they  are  hereby  notified  and  required  to  make 
reparation  for  the  injuries  occasioned  by  such  unreasonable 
and  unlawful  rates  by  refunding  to  the  several  persons  enti- 
tled thereto,  within  sixty  days  after  demand  therefor,  all  sums 
received  by  them  for  such  transportation  in  excess  of  an 
addition  of  5  cents  per  box  to  the  rates  in  force  prior  to  the 
advance  of  November  23,  1890. 

Inasmuch  as  the  persons  who  have  paid  such  illegal 
charges  are  not  parties  to  this  proceeding,  and  the  amounts 
wrongfully  received  from  them  respectively  cannot  be  ascer- 
tained from  the  evidence  already  taken,  the  proceeding  will 
be  continued  for  such  further  action  or  inquiry  in  that  behalf 
as  may  become  necessary. 
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LEIIMANN,  HIGGINSON  &  COMPANY  u  THE  TEXAS 
&  PACIFIC  EAILWAY  COMPANY,  THE  MIS- 
SOUEI,  KANSAS  &  TEXAS  EAILWAY  COMPANY, 
AND  GEOEGE  A.  EDDY  and  H.  C.  CEOSS,  Eeceivers 
OF  SAID  MISSOUEI,  KANSAS  &  TEXAS  EAILWAY 
COMPANY. 


Decided  November  30,  1891. 


1.  A  schedule  of  rates  designated  a  '*  joint  freight  tariff"  announcing  a  rat« 

from  New  Orleans  to  Kansas  City  of  30  cents  per  hundred  pounds  of 
sugar  was  duly  published  and  filed  with  the  Commission  by  the  New 
Orleans  Traffic  Association  on  behalf  of  the  roads  composing  said  Asso- 
ciation **  and  connections."  The  Texas  &  Pacific  Railway  Company,  a 
member  of  said  Association,  in  its  own  behalf,  issued  and  filed  a  supple- 
mental sheet  announcing  said  rate  of  30  cents  effective.  The  several 
companies  composing  said  Traffic  Association  operate  roads  extending 
to  and  leading  out  of  New  Orleans,  but  none  of  them  extending  to 
Kansas  C'ity.  Held,  That  a  joint  tariff  of  rates  or  charges  must  show 
on  Its  face  what  carriers  unite  In  establishing  such  joint  tariff,  and  that 
the  publication  and  filing  of  said  schedule  and  supplemental  rate  sheet 
did  not  establish,  as  provided  by  section  6  of  the  Act  to  regulate  com- 
merce, a  joint  tariff  of  rates  and  charges  on  a  continuous  line  from  New 
Orleans  to  Kansas  City  over  the  roads  of  said  Association,  or  of  any 
one  of  them.  In  connection  with  any  other  road  or  roads.  Held  further. 
That  where  freight  passes  over  a  continuous  line  or  route  operated  by 
more  than  one  company  on  which  no  joint  tariff  of  rates  or  charges  has 
been  established,  the  tariff  of  rates  or  charges  Is  the  sum  of  the  estab- 
lished local  rates  or  charges  of  the  several  companies  operating  such 
continuous  line. 

2.  Several  railway  companies  forming  a  continuous  through  line  carried 

certain  traffic  to  the  terminal  point  at  a  30-cent  rate  and  for  the  same 
rate  to  an  iutennediate  point,  and  to  a  point  on  a  branch  line  more  dis- 
tant than  the  said  intermediate  but  less  distant  than  said  terminal  point 
they  maintained  a  rate  of  42  cents  on  the  like  traffic.  Held,  That  the 
roads  might  lawfully  maintain  the  same  rate  at  the  intermediate  and  ter- 
minal points,  and  that  some  higher  rate  might  be  maintained  to  the 
branch  line  point  off  the  direct  through  line  without  unjust  discrimination. 
Held  further,  That  as  to  the  branch  line  point  the  complainant  was 
entitled  to  a  refund  of  the  amount  paid  in  excess  of  a  reasonable  rate. 

JK.  A.  licn^her  and  //.  (\  Slut<8,  for  coniplaiimnts. 
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John  S.  Blair ^  Ji.  S,  Lovett  and  Robert  Adavis,  for  Texas  & 
Pacific  E'y  Co. 

Warner,  Dean  cfe  Ilageruian  and  John  W,  Montgmnery,  for 
Missouri,  Kansas  &  Texas  K'y  Co.,  and  the  receivers  thereof. 

REPORT  AND   OPINION  OF  THE  COMMISSION. 

Morrison  Commissioner: 

Lehmann,  Higginson  &  Company,  a  firm  of  wholesale  gro- 
cers, composed  of  G.  E.  Lehmann,  E.  Higginson  and  John 
Wilcox,  doing  business  at  Humboldt,  in  the  State  of  Kansas, 
represent  that  said  Texas  &  Pacific  Railway  Company  is  a 
common  carrier  of  persons  and  property  in  the  States  of 
Louisiana  and  Texas ;  that  the  said  Missouri,  Kansas  & 
Texas  Railway  Company,  of  which  said  George  A.  Eddy  and 
H.  C.  Cross  are  receivers,  is  a  common  carrier,  operating 
lines  of  road  in  the  States  of  Texas,  Kansas,  Missouri,  and 
in  the  Indian  Territory,  and  that  said  railway  companies 
have  a  continuous  and  connecting  line  of  road  fi*om  New 
Orleans,  Louisiana,  to  Humboldt,  Kansas. 

That  the  established  rate  of  said  companies  on  sugar  in 
carloads  is  30  cents  per  hundred  pounds  from  New  Orleans 
to  points  on  the  Missouri  River  in  the  State  of  Missouri,  of 
which  Missouri  River  points  Kansas  City  is  the  nearest  to, 
and  St.  Joseph  the  most  distant  from,  New  Orleans ;  that 
said  railway  companies  charge  complainants  42  cents  per 
hundred  pounds  for  sugar  in  carloads  from  New  Orleans  to 
Humboldt,  112  miles  south  and  west  of  Kansas  City,  and 
charge  only  the  Missouri  River  rate  of  30  cents  from  New 
Orleans  to  Parsons,  Kansas,  35  miles  south  and  east  of  Hum- 
boldt. 

That  about  six  months  before  April,  1889,  the  defendant 
railway  companies  carried  sugar  for  complainants  from  New 
Orleans  to  Humboldt  at  the  Missouri  River  rate  in  force  at 
the  time,  which  was  30  cents  or  less,  and  that  in  the  months 
of  April  and  May,  1889,  before  this  complaint  was  made, 
complainants  purchased  in  New  Orleans  three  carloads  of 
sugar  for  shipment  to  Humboldt,  which  the  defendants  car- 
ried from  New  Orleans  to  Humboldt  at  the  rate  of  42  cents 
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per  hundred  pounds,  and  refused  to  carry  for  less,  tbat  being 
the  amount  of  the  through  rate  to  Parsons  and  to  the  Mis- 
souri Eiver,  with  the  local  rate  of  12  cents  from  Parsons  to 
Humboldt  added. 

The  complainants  aver  that  in  making  a  greater  rate  to 
Humboldt  than  to  the  Missouri  Eiver  the  defendants  dis- 
criminated against  complainants  to  the  extent  of  12  cents  per 
hundred  pounds,  amounting  in  the  aggregate  to  $131.24  on 
the  three  cars  of  sugar  so  purchased  and  shipped  by  them, 
and  ask  that  defendants  may  be  required  to  transpoii  sugar 
from  New  Orleans  to  Humboldt  at  the  Missouri  Eiver  rate 
and  to  refund  the  amount  of  the  said  alleged  overcharge. 

The  answer  of  the  Texas  &  Pacific  Eailway  Company 
admits  that  it  is  a  common  carrier,  operating  lines  of  road  as 
stated  by  complainants,  and  that  its  co-defendant  road  is 
operated  by  said  receivers  and  is  a  common  carrier  in  the 
States  and  Indian  Territory  as  stated  by  complainants.  It 
admits  that,  with  its  co-defendant,  it  has  established  a  rate 
of  42  cents  per  hundred  pounds  on  sugar  from  New  Orleans 
to  Humboldt,  which  it  avers  is  a  just  and  reasonable  rate. 

"It  denies  that  it  has  any  contract  or  agreement  with  its 
co-defendant,  or  others,  establishing  a  continuous  line  of 
railway  from  the  city  of  Nesv  Orleans,  Louisiana,  to  the  city 
of  Humboldt,  Kansas,"  or  that  it  has  any  contract,  agree- 
ment or  arrangement  with  its  co-defendant  or  others,  or  has 
in  any  manner  made  or  established  rates,  fares  or  charges  of 
30  cents  per  hundred  pounds  on  sugar  from  New  Orleans, 
Louisiana,  to  Pareons,  Kansas,  or  any  other  rate  on  sugar 
between  said  points ;  and  denies  that  it  is  in  any  respect 
bound  by  or  a  party  to  such  rate  made  by  others.  It  makes 
no  answer  as  to  whether  it  has  or  has  not  with  its  co-defend- 
ant established  a  rate  of  30  cents  per  hundred  pounds  of 
sugar  from  New  ()rh»ans  to  ^lissouri  Eiver  points,  or  as  to 
what  rate,  if  at  any»  it  j>artici|>atos  in  business  from  New 
Orleans  to  Missouri  Ixiver  j>oints. 

The  ^Iissouri»  Kansas  ^V  T»^\as  IJailway  Company,  answer- 
injx  by  said  reet^ivtMs,  admits  tbat  complainants  are  partners 


LEHMANN,  HIGOIN80N  &  CO.  V.  TEX.  &  P.  R.  R.  CO.  ET  AL.       47 

in  the  wholesale  grocery  business  at  Humboldt,  Kansas ;  that 
the  Texas  &  Pacific  Railway  Company  operates  lines  of  road 
iu  Louisiana  and  Texas,  and  that  the  lines  of  said  Texas  & 
Pacific  Railway  Company  and  the  Missouri,  Kansas  &  Texas 
Railway  Company  form  a  continuous  and  connecting  line 
from  New  Orleans  to  Humboldt ;  that  Humboldt  is  117  miles 
south  and  west  of  Kansas  City  and  35  miles  north  of  Par- 
sons, as  alleged  in  the  complaint,  and  that  defendants  did 
carry  sugar  to  Missouri  River  points  and  to  Parsons,  Kansas, 
at  30  cents  per  hundred  pounds,  as  alleged  by  complainants, 
but  that  they  are  not  advised  as  to  whether  in  former  years 
defendant  railway  companies  carried  sugar  from  New  Orleans 
to  Humboldt  at  the  Missouri .  River  rate.  They  admit  that 
the  defendants  refused  to  accept  less  than  42  cents  on  the 
hundred  pounds  of  sugar  frpm  New  Orleans  to  Humboldt, 
as  alleged  by  complainants,  but  deny  that  this  was  unjust 
discrimination,  or  that  the  complainants  are  entitled  to  the 
relief  prayed. 

Answering  further,  said  receivers,  on  behalf  of  the  Mis- 
souri, Kansas  &  Texas  road,  aver  that  the  Missouri  River 
rates  were,  and  are,  made  only  to  competitive  points  on  said 
river,  and  apply  only  to  intermediate  points  through  which 
New  Orleans  and  Missouri  River  business  passes  over  the 
defendants'  lines,  and  that  Humboldt  is  not  one  of  such 
points,  but  is  on  the  Junction  City  branch  line  of  the  Mis- 
souri, Kansas  &  Texas  Railway  Company,  and  not  on  the 
Hne  over  which  through  business  between  New  Orleans  and 
Missouri  River  points  is  carried. 

Besides  the  facts  admitted  these  further  facts  are  found  on 
investigation : 

The  Texas  &  Pacific  Railway  Company  operates  a  line  of 
road  from  New  Orleans,  Louisiana,  to  and  through  Fort 
Worth,  Texas,  to  El  Paso.  The  main  line  of  the  Missouri, 
Kansas  &  Texas  Railway  Company  extends  from  Hannibal, 
Missouri,  to  Nevada,  Missouri,  Parsons,  Kansas,  thence  to 
and  through  the  Indian  Territory  to  Fort  Worth  and  other 
points  in  Texas.  The  Junction  City  branch  line  of  said  Mis- 
souri, Kansas  &   Texas  Railway  Company  extends  from  tlui 
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main  line  at  Parsons  to  and  through  Humboldt  to  Junction 
City,  Kansas. 

The  lines  of  the  defendant  companies  thus  form  connect- 
ing lines  from  New  Orleans  to  and  through  Fort  Worth, 
Texas,  and  Parsons,  Kansas,  to  Humboldt,  Kansas,  on  the 
branch  line,  and  to  Nevada,  Missouri,  and  other  points  on 
the  main  line  of  the  Missouri,  Kansas  &  Texas  road,  but  nei- 
tlier  of  said  companies  operates  any  line  of  road  reaching 
Kansas  City  or  other  so-called  Missouri  River  point. 

In  the  six  months  next  before  April  and  May,  1889,  the 
complainants  made  occasional  shipments  of  sugar  in  car- 
loads over  defendants'  roads  from  New  Orleans  to  Humboldt 
at  the  rate  of  30  cents  per  hundred  pounds,  which  was  the 
rate  at  the  time  prevailing  from  New  Orleans  to  Kansas  City 
and  other  Missouri  River  points. 

In  April  and  May,  1889,  the  defendants  refusing  a  lower 
rate,  the  complainants  shipped  over  the  roads  of  defendants 
from  New  Orleans  to  Humboldt  three  carloads  of  sugar  at 
llie  rate  of  42  cents  per  hundred  pounds,  the  aggregate 
freight  charge  being  $131.24  in  excess  of  the  charges  on  like 
freight  carried  from  New  Orleans  to  Parsons  or  Kansas  City. 
The  sugar  so  carried  was  billed  through  by  the  Texas  <fe 
Pacific  Railway  Company,  and  passed  over  its  road  from 
New  Orleans  to  Fort  Worth,  547  miles;  thence  over  the  main 
line  of  the  Missouri,  Kansas  &  Texas  Railway  Company,  360 
miles  to  Parsons ;  thence  35  miles  over  the  branch  line  of 
said  Missouri,  Kansas  &  Texas  Railway  Company  to  Hum- 
boldt. 

In  the  months  of  April  and  May,  1889,  when  complainants 
were  being  charged  by  the  defendants  42  cents  to  Humboldt 
on  the  100  pounds  of  sugar,  the  defendants,  in  connection 
with  the  Missouri  Pacific  road,  were  carrying  sugar  to  Kan- 
sas City  and  other  Missouri  River  points  for  30  cents  per 
hundred  pounds,  the  sugar  being  routed  and  passing  over 
the  Texas  &  Pacific  road,  547  miles  from  New  Orleans  to 
Fort  Worth ;  thence  439  miles  over  the  main  line  of  the  Mis- 
souri, Kansas  &  Texas  road,  through  Parsons,  Kansas,  to 
Nevada,  Missouri ;  thence  94  miles  over  the  line  of  the  Mis- 
souri Pacific  Railway  to  Kansas  City. 
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When  the  defendants,  in  connection  with  the  Missouri 
Pacific  Railway  Company,  were  so  carrying  sugar  from  New 
Orleans  to  Kansas  City  over  a  continuous  line  operated  by 
these  several  companies  they  had  not,  as  provided  in  section 
6  of  the  Act  to  regulate  commerce,  established  and  filed  with 
the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission  any  joint  tariff  of  rates 
and  charges. 

The  Texas  &  Pacific  Railway  Company  had  issued,  pub- 
lished and  filed  with  the  Commission  tariffs  of  rates  on  sugar, 
of  which  the  following  are  copies  : 

N.  O.  T.  A.  1157. 

JOINT  FREIGHT  TARIFF. 

(A)  Illinois  Central  Railroad, 

(B)  Louisville  &  Nashville  Railroad, 

(C)  Louisville,  New  Orleans  &  Texas  Ry., 
(D)  Mobile  &  Ohio  Railroad, 
(E)  Queen  &  Crescent  Route, 
(F)  Texas  &  Pacific  Railway, 
(G)  Southern  Pacific  Co., — Atlantic  System, 
and  connections. 


Issued  Feby,  11,  1889.  Effective  Feby.  21, 1889. 

Rate  of  Transportation. 
FROM   NEW  ORLEANS,  La., 

To 

Kansas  City  Mo.  Nebraska  City,  Neb. 

Atchison,  Kan.  Omaha,  Neb. 

Leavenworth,  Kan.  Council  Bluffs,  la. 

St.  Joseph,  Mo.  Lincoln,  Neb. 

Plattsmouth,  Neb.  Falls  City,  Neb. 

ON  SUGAR. 

In  C.  L.  24,000  lbs.  and  over,  30 
cents  per  100  lbs> 
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Eates  to  stations  on  the  K.  C.  F.  S.  &  M.  E.  E.  and  K.  C. 

C.  &  S.  Ey.  will  7iot  exceed  the  rate  shown  above. 

Transfers  over  the  Ohio  &  Mississippi  Eivers  are  included 
in  above  rate. 

The  above  named  rate  will  prevail  via  lines  above  desig* 
nated  by  letter's  A.  B.  (7.  D.  E,  &  F.  only, 

Eevokes  N.  O.  T.  A.  961,  corrected,  and  all  other  conflict- 
ing rates. 

D.  B.  MoREY,  E.  W.  How,  R.  X.  Ryan, 

G.  F.  A.,  I.  C.  R.  R.      G.F.A.,L.N.O.  &T.  Ry.   G.  F.  A.,  Q.  &  C.  Route. 
New  Orleans,  La.  Memphis,  Tenn.  Cincinnati,  O. 

Theo.  Welch,  H.  8.  Depew,  E.  H.  Hinton, 

G.  F.  A.,  L.  &  N.  R.  R.     T.  M.,  M.  &  O.  R.  R.       G.  F.  A.,  T.  &  P.  Ry. 
Montgomery,  Ala.         St.  Louis,  Mo.  Dallas,  Tex. 

J.  G.  SoHRiEVEK,  T.  M.,  So.  Pac.  Co.,  New  Orleans. 

For  further  information  apply  to 

J.  G.  MoREY,  R.  F  Reynolds,  A.  F.  Barnett, 

C.  A.,L  C.  R.  R.  C.A.,L.N.O.&T.Ry        D.  F.  A.,Q.&C.  Route. 

D.  C.  Roberts,  R.  C.  Perkins,  H.  C.  Reese, 

G.  A.,  L.  &  N.  R.  R.        G.  A.,  M.  &  O.  R.  R.        C.  A.,  T.  &  P.  Ry. 

C.  W.  Bein,  a.  G.  F.  a..  So.  Pac.  Co.,  New  Orleans,  La. 

THE  TEXAS  &  PACIFIC    EAILWAY. 

THE  CROMWELL  PACIFIC  THROUGH  LINE. 

Traffic  Department. 

Dallas,  2,  26. 
Supplement  No.  16  to  J.  B.  No.  136. 

Please  refer  to  J.  B.  No.  136  and  amend  as  follows : 


Effective  Feby.  2l8t,  1889. 

ON  SUGAE. 

In  Carloads  24,000  lbs.,  and  over. 
Per  100  lbs., 
30  cents. 
N.  O.  T.  A.  1157. 
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Attach  to  J.  B.  136  and  make  part  of  same.  Cancels  con- 
flicting supplements. 

G.  H.  Turner,  E.  H.  Hinton, 

A.  G.  F.  A.  G.  F.  A.  (Oliver) 

E.  A.  S.  Dallas. 

Neitner  the  Missouri,  Kansas  &  Texas  Bailway  Company 
nor  the  Missouri  Pacific  Railway  Company  was  a  party  to 
the  said  tariff  N.  O.  T.  A.  1157,  issued  by  said  Texas  & 
Pacific  and  other  companies  February  11,  1889,  or  to  the 
supplement  thereto  effective  February  21,  1889. 

A  division  of  the  through  freight  charges  on  sugar  from 
New  Orleans  to  Kansas  City,  to  Parsons  and  to  Humboldt, 
respectively,  among  the  carriers  in  proportion  to  the  distance 
over  their  respective  roads  would  give  to  the  Texas  &  Pacific 
for  the  547  miles  distance  from  New  Orleans  to  Fort  Worth — 

Cents. 

When  carrying  tx>  Kansas  City  at  30  cents 15.195 

•*  Humboldt  at  42  cents 24.390 

*•  Humboldt  at  36  cents 20.905 

"  ••  Parsons  at  SOcents 18.095 

The  share  of  the  Missouri,  Kansas  &  Texas  for  the  respec- 
tive distances  over  its  road  from  Fort  Worth  to — 

Cents. 

Nevada,  439  raijes,  when  carrying  to  Kansas  City  at  30  cents 12.195 

Parsons,  360  miles,  when  carrying  to  Parsons  at  30  cents 11.905 

Humboldt,  395  miles,  when  carrying  to  Humboldt  at  42  cents 17.610 

Humboldt,  395  miles,  when  carrying  to  Humboldt  at  36  cents 15.095 

The  share  of  the  Missouri  Pacific  for  its  distance  from 
Nevada  to  Kansas  City,  94  miles,  when  carrying  from  New 
Orleans  to  Kansas  City  at  30  cents  rate,  2.610  cents. 

The  local  rates  of  said  railway  companies  on  sugar  per  100 

pounds  are — 

Cents. 
Texas  a:  Pacific,  New  Orleans  to  Fort  Worth 62 

M.  K.  AT.,  Ft.  Worth  to  Parsons,  to  Humboldt,  or  to  Kansas  City.         65 
Missouri  Pacific,  Nevada  to  Kansas  City 15 

Since  the  hearing  or  trial  of  this  case  several  changes  have 


52  INTERSTATE  COMMEBCE  COMMISSION  REPOBTS. 

been  made  in  the  rates  at  which  the  Texas  &  Pacific  and 
other  roads  composing  the  New  Orleans  Traffic  Association 
were  offering  to  carry  sugar  from  New  Orleans  to  Kansas 
City  and  other  Missouri  River  points  as  well  as  to  interior 
points  in  the  State  of  Kansas.  As  a  result  of  these  changes^ 
a  rate  in  the  year  1890  to  Missouri  Kiver  points  sometimes 
as  low  as  27  cents,  and  once  as  low  as  22  cents,  prevailed. 
Said  association  published  a  tariff — 1445  N.  O.  T.  A. — 
announcing  a  rate  of  36  cents  on  sugar  from  New  Orleans  to 
Humboldt,  which  was  effective  during  several  months  next 
before  September  11th,  1890. 

The  several  rates  and  changes  in  rates  so  made  and  pub- 
lished by  said  Traffic  Association  since  this  case  was  heard 
were  by  the  Missouri,  Kansas  &  Texas  Railway  Companj^ 
published  as  applicable  over  its  road  to  Humboldt. 

Said  association,  including  the  Texas  &  Pacific  Railway 
Company  had  published  a  rate  of  30  cents  to  Kansas  City 
and  Missouri  River  points,  and  the  Missouri,  Kansas  &  Texas 
Company,  by  one  of  its  supplemental  sheets,  dated  July  16, 
1889,  announced  the  Kansas  City  rate  as  extended  over  its 
line  to  Humboldt.  The  Texas  &  Pacific  refused  its  assent  to 
such  extension,  and  the  Missouri,  Kansas  &  Texas  Company 
on  August  5,  1889,  cancelled  its  supplement. 

At  the  time  of  trial,  the  complainants  had  not  been  advised 
of  this  cancellation,  and  their  counsel,  assuming  said  supple- 
ment to  be  in  effect,  stated  to  the  Commission  that  the  Kan- 
sas City  rate  having  been  made  applicable  to  Humboldt  the 
purpose  of  the  complaint  had  been  in  the  main  accomplished, 
but  asked  on  behalf  of  complainants  an  order  requiring 
defendants  thereafter  to  maintain  the  same  rate  on  sugar  to 
Humboldt  as  that  maintained  to  Kansas  City  and  to  refund 
excessive  charges  claimed. 

It  is  apparent  from  the  admitted  and  ascertained  facts  that 
the  cause  of  complaint  is  the  greater  charge  made  by  the 
defendants  on  sugar  carried  from  New  Orleans  to  Humboldt, 
Kansas,  than  is  at  the  same  time  made  by  the  defendants  and 
other  carriers  on  sugar  carried  to  Kansas  City  and  other 
Missouri  River  points  more  distant  than  Humboldt  from  New 
Orleans. 
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At  the  time  of  making  the  charges  complained  of,  sugar 
iras  being  carried  from  New  Orleans  to  Kansas  City  by  the 
defendants  in  connection  with  the  Missouri  Pacific  Kailway 
Company  over  a  continuous  line  operated  by  them  at  a  rate 
lower  than  the  defendants'  rate  to  Humboldt,  and  the  defend- 
ants and  the  Missouri  Pacific  Railway  Company  had  not 
established  any  joint  tariff  of  rates  or  charges  for  such  con- 
tinuous line. 

In  their  brief  on  behalf  of  one  of  the  defendants,  counsel 
insist,  ''  nothing  can  be  clearer  than  that  in  the  absence  of  a 
joint  rate  agreed  upon  by  carriers  a  reasonable  rate  is  the 
sum  of  reasonable  local  rates."  This  position  of  counsel  that 
joint  tariffs  of  rates  or  charges  are  matters  of  agreement 
between  carriers  is  in  accordance  with  the  action  of  both 
defendants  as  shown  in  the  publication  and  cancellation  of 
its  supplemental  rate-sheet  by  one  on  the  refusal  of  the  other 
to  join  in  the  rate  named  in  such  sheets. 

A  joint  tariff  of  rates  or  charges  must  show  on  its  face 
what  carriers  unite  in  establishing  such  joint  tariff,  and  for 
this  purpose  the  words  "  and  connections "  are  insufficient,  if 
in  fact  they  are  effective  for  any  purpose  on  the  rate-sheet 
N.  O.  T.  A.  1157,  naming  only  initial  carriers. 

The  publication  of  said  "N.  O.  T.  A.  1157  joint  freight 
tariff"  by  the  New  Orleans  Traffic  Association  on  behalf  of 
the  Texas  &  Pacific  and  other  railway  companies,  none  of 
them  having  a  line  to  Missouri  River  points,  and  to  which 
"joint  freight  tariff"  neither  the  Missouri,  Kansas  &  Texas 
Railway  Company  nor  the  Missouri  Pacific  Railway  Com- 
pany was  a  party,  did  not  establish  as  provided  by  section  6 
of  the  Act  to  regtdate  commerce  a  joint  tariff  of  rates  and 
charges  on  a  continuous  line  from  New  Orleans  to  such  Mis- 
souri River  points  over  the  roads  of  said  association  or  of 
any  one  of  them  in  connection  with  any  other  road  or  roads 
over  which  freight  might  pass  from  New  Orleans  to  such 
points. 

The  local  rates  on  sugar  between  New  Orleans  and  Kansas 
City  published  and  filed  with  the  Commission  by  the  defend- 
ants and  the  Missouri  Pacific  Railway  Company,  respectively, 
are,  over  the  Texas  &  Pacific,  from  New  Orleans  to  Fort 
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Worth,  62  cents ;  over  the  Missouri,  Kansas  &  Texas,  from 
Fort  Worth  to  Nevada,  65  cents,  and  over  the  Missouri 
Pacific,  from  Nevada  to  Kansas  City,  15  cents.  No  joint 
tariff  of  rates  or  charges  having  been  established  in  accord- 
ance with  the  statute  on  the  continuous  line  operated  by  said 
several  companies,  the  sum  of  the  local  rates  was  the  only 
rate  over  said  continuous  line  from  New  Orleans  to  Kansas 
City  which  had  been  published  and  filed  in  conformity  with 
the  statute. 

Whatever  liability  or  obligation  the  Texas  &  Pacific  Com- 
pany may  have  incurred  as  the  result  of  issuing  said  rate- 
sheets  and  shipping  and  billing  sugar  through  from  New 
Orleans  to  Kansas  City  at  less  than  the  sum  of  the  local  rates 
of  all  the  companies  operating  the  through  line,  the  local  rate, 
which  was  65  cents  on  that  part  of  the  line  of  the  Missouri, 
Kansas  &  Texas  and  15  cents  on  that  part  of  the  line  of 
the  Missouri  Pacific  over  which  the  sugar  passed  in  its 
through  carriage  to  Kansas  City,  was  the  only  rate  or  charge 
which  had  been  legally  published  and  filed  at  which  such 
through  freight  could  pass  over  the  lines  of  these  companies 
respectively. 

The  complainants  insist  that  no  higher  rate  to  Humboldt 
can  reasonably  be  maintained  than  the  rate  at  the  time  pre- 
vailing to  Kansas  City  and  that  defendants  unjustly  discrim- 
inate against  complainants  by  charging  more  to  Humboldt 
than  to  Kansas  City. 

In  considering  the  question,we  assume  as  do  the  complainants 
and  defendants,  that  the  rate  of  30  cents  at  which  defendants 
carry  sugar  to  Kansas  City  is  the  authorized  rate.  Humboldt 
is  not  on  the  direct  line  over  which  defendants  carry  between 
New  Orleans  and  Kansas  City,  and  the  shorter  distance  to 
Humboldt  is  not  included  in  the  longer  to  Kansas  City,  and 
it  is  not  claimed  that  the  higher  charge  to  Humboldt  is  in 
conflict  with  the  fourth  section  of  the  Act  to  regulate  com- 
merce. 

The  Texas  &  Pacific  denies  that  it  had  with  its  co-defend- 
ant or  otherwise  made  or  established  a  rate  of  30  cents  or  any 
other  rate  on  sugar  between  New  Orleans,  Louisiana,  and 
Parsons,  Kansas.     It  could  with  as  much  reason  deny  that  it 
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had  made  or  eskablished  any  such  rate  between  New  Orleans 
and  Kansas  City,  which  it  neither  denies  nor  admits.  It 
could  not  refuse  at  New  Orleans  to  receive  and  forward 
sugar  to  Fort  Worth,  consigned  to  Parsons,  nor  could  the 
Missouri,  Kansas  &  Texas  refuse  at  Fort  Worth  to  receive 
and  forward  it  to  Parsons.  If  while  carrying  in  connection 
with  another  carrier  to  Kansas  City,  the  Texas  &  Pacific  Com- 
pany may  deny  that  it  has  made  or  makes  a  rate  to  Parsons, 
an  intermediate  point,  in  connection  with  such  other  car- 
rier, each  company  may  exact  its  local  rate,  and  by  such  a 
device  receive  a  greater  charge  to  Parsons,  the  shorter  dis- 
tance point  on  the  same  line. 

Parsons  is  a  shorter  distance  junction  point  through  which 
freight  from  New  Orleans  over  the  defendants*  roads  to  Kan- 
sas City  must  pass,  and  the  rate  to  this  intermediate  point 
over  the  defendant  roads  could  not  exceed  the  Kansas  City 
rate,  30  cents,  which  the  Missouri,  Kansas  &  Texas  in  its 
answer  admits  the  Parsons  rate  to  be. 

The  route  over  the  defendants'  lines  from  New  Orleans  to 
Parsons  is  west  of  the  Mississippi  River  and  is  903  miles 
long,  200  miles  or  more  of  this  distance  being  in  the  Indian 
Territory.  The  traffic  over  the  line  is  comparatively  light, 
and  the  rate  of  30  cents  to  Parsons  is  not  unreasonable,  nor 
do  the  complainants  allege  that  it  is  unreasonable  or  exces- 
sive for  the  service  rendered.  The  distance  to  Kansas  City 
being  considerably  greater,  some  higher  rate  to  Kansas  City 
than  the  Parsons  rate  would  be  justifiable  were  it  obtainable. 
But  the  carriers  over  five  other  routes  leading  out  from  New 
Orleans  are  oflfering  to  carry  and  carrying  sugar  to  Kansas 
City  at  30  cents,  and  the  defendants  must  carry  at  that  rate 
or  other  routes  would  take  it. 

The  Kansas  City  business  is  necessarily  less  profitable 
than  is  the  Parsons  business  at  the  same  rate,  but  the 
defendants  may  share  in  the  less  profitable  traffic  without 
prejudice  to  the  complainants,  to  whom  it  must  be  a  matter 
of  indifference  whether  sugar  goes  to  Kansas  City  over 
defendants'  lines  at  30  cents  or  by  the  other  routes.  The 
defendants  might  lawfully,  under  the  same  circumstances, 
carry  to  Humboldt  at  the  Parsons  rate,  but  it  would  not,  we 
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think,  be  legal  to  compel  them  to  do  so,  for  the  reason  that 
the  rate  to  Parsons  is  not  unjust  or  excessive,  and  some 
higher  rate  to  the  more  distant  branch-line  point,  Humboldt, 
is  justifiable  and  may  be  maintained  without  unjust  discrimi- 
nation. 

The  claim  for  excessive  charges,  amounting  to  $131.24, 
which  Lehmann,  Higginson  &  Company  ask  may  be  awarded 
to  them,  is  based  on  the  supposition  that  any  higher  rate  to 
Humboldt  than  to  Kansas  City  was  and  is  unlawful.  In  our 
view  of  the  matter,  as  already  stated,  Kansas  City  and  Par- 
sons may  lawfully  have  the  same  rate,  while  some  higher 
charge  to  Humboldt  may  be  justifiable. 

Early  in  1889,  defendants  carried  sugar  to  Humboldt  at 
the  Missouri  lliver  rate,  then  30  cents.  The  Missouri,  Kan- 
sas &  Texas  Bailway  Company  has  on  various  occasions 
since  then  shown  itself  ready  to  join  the  Texas  &  Pacific  in 
carrying  to  Humboldt  at  that  rate.  While  the  latter  com- 
pany has  not,  since  the  commencement  of  this  proceeding, 
so  far  as  ascertained,  participated  in  a  late  as  low  as  30 
cents,  it,  with  the  other  roads  of  the  New  Orleans  Traffic 
Association,  published,  during  many  consecutive  months  in 
1890,  a  rate  of  36.  cents  to  Humboldt.  Each  of  the  defend- 
ants would  receive  more  for  their  respective  shares  on  Hum- 
boldt traffic  at  36  cents  than  they  would  receive  for  the  like 
service  on  either  Kansas  City  or  Parsons  traffic  at  30  cents, 
and  any  higher  rate  than  36  cents  to  Humboldt  was,  at  the 
time  complainants  were  charged  42  cents,  and  still  is,  exces- 
sive. 

No  higher  rate  than  36  cents  per  hundred  pounds  on  sugar 
from  New  Orleans  to  Humboldt  should  be  charged  by 
defendants,  and  they  should  refund  to  the  complornants 
$65.62,  the  amount  of  excessive  charges  paid  on  the  three 
carloads  of  sugar,  upon  which  complainants  paid  43  "seuts 
per  hundred  pounds  charges  to  Humboldt. 
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THE  HEZEL  MILLING  COMPANY  v.  THE  ST.  LOUIS, 
ALTON  &  TEERE  HAUTE  EAILEOAD  COMPANY 
AND  THE  ILLINOIS  CENTEAL  EAILEOAD  COM- 
PANY. 


Complaint  filed  May  17, 1889.—Answer  filed  May  27,  1889.— Leave  to  amend 
complaint  and  bring  in  Illinois  Central  R.  K.  Co.  as  defendant  granted 
September  17,  1889.  —  Amended ,  complaint  filed  October  3,  1889. — 
Answers  to  amended  complaint  filed  October  8  and  November  4,  1889. 
Testimony  taken  in  St.  Louis,  Mo.,  September  12,  1890,  and  April  10, 
1891. — Proposed  findings  and  argument  for  petitioner  filed  May  15, 
1891.— Decided  December  15,  1891. 


1.  For  the  carrier  to  pay  the  larger  expense  of  the  transportation  of  a 
remote  shipper's  merchandise  to  the  station,  and  not  to  pay  the  less 
expense  of  such  transportation  of  the  nearer  shipper's  merchandise, 
would  be  the  equivalent  of  a  rebate  to  the  former,  the  i*ailroad  service 
proper  being  the  same  to  each  and  at  the  same  rate ;  nor  would  it  be 
treating  all  patrons  with  statutable  equality  to  bear  a  part  of  the  cart- 
age exi>en8e  for  one  shipper  and  not  bear  a  part  of  it  for  another. 

2.  Rates  for  the  transportation  of  fiour  originating  at  St  Louis  or  East  St. 
Louis  and  shipped  over  defendants'  lines  are  the  same,  and  such  fiour  is 
forwarded  by  the  first-named  defendant  from  its  receiving  station  in 
East  St.  Louis.  Shippers  in  St.  Louis  deliver  fiour  to  rail  or  wagon 
transfer  companies  at  their  stations  in  St.  Louis,  and  defendants  bear 
the  cost  of  transfer  to  said  receiving  station,  the  average  being  about 
six  cents  per  barrel ;  or  St.  Louis  shippers  sometimes  deliver  to  the 
wagon  transfer  company  at  their  mill  doors  and  then  bear  half  of  the 
cartage  expense  by  wagon,  the  defendants  the  other  half.  Petitioner, 
who  is  a  manufacturer  and  shipper  of  flour  over  defendants'  lines  in 
competition  with  St.  Louis  millers,  teams  flour  from  its  mill  about  one- 
half  a  mile  to  said  receiving  station  at  East  St.  Louis,  at  a  cost  of  six 
cents  a  barrel,  or  loads  it  on  cars  furnished  by  the  defendants  on  a  side 
track  contiguous  to  said  mill  at  a  cost  of  about  three  cents  a  barrel, 
being  required  to  so  load  such  cArs  that  the  lot  for  the  nearest  station 
is  placed  in  the  forward  part  of  the  train,  and  lots  for  other  stations  are 
arranged  consecutively,  according  to  distance,  and  also  being  required 
to  clean  and  repair  such  cars  before  using.  Held,  That  on  flour  des- 
tined to  points  outside  the  State  which  the  initial  carrier  requests  peti- 
tioner to  haul  to  its  station,  or  which  petitioner  is  compelled  to  haul 
there  by  reason  of  proper  cars  not  being  furnished  on  said  side  track 
for  loading,  petitioner  is  entitled  to  a  reduction  of  six  cents  a  barrel 
from  rates  in  force  as  long  as  defendants  bear  that  amoimt  of  the  cost 
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of  cartage  for  other  shippers.    Held,  further.  That  defendants'  rule 

requiring  petitioner  to  clean  and  repair  cars  furnished  on  said  side  track 

is  unreasonable,  but  the  requirement  that  petitioner  shall   load  such 

cars  according  to  stations  is,  in  view  of  counter  advantages,  not  unrea- 

sonable ;  and  rates  on  flour  loaded  by  petitioner  in  properly  cleaned  and 

repaired  cars  so  furnished  are,  upon  the  facts,  properly  the  same  as 

rates  in  force  on  shipments  of  flour  originating  in  St.  Louis. 

• 
8.  With  reference  to  the  transportation  of  flour  defendants  seem  to  treat 

St.  Louis  and  East  St.  Louis  as  a  single  business  community;  there- 
fore, they  cannot  complain  if  this  case  is  determhied  upon  that  theory. 
Taking  petitioner's  flour  in  cars  from  its  mill  is  presumably  equal  in 
value  to  its  expense  of  hauling  by  team ;  therefore,  petitioner  cannot 
complain  that  the  carriers  bear  a  portion  of  the  cartage  expense  of  the 
St.  Louis  millers  equal  to  the  beneflt  it  receives  from  being  able  to 
deliver  on  the  side  track  at  its  mill.  Questions  arising  under  a  practico 
of  partial  or  absolute  free  cartage,  or  growing  out  of  the  existence  of 
side  tracks  to  shippers*  doors,  must  depend  largely  for  solution  on  the 
particular  circumstances  of  each  case. 

Walter  M.  Ilezel  and  J.  0,  Broadhead,  for  petitioner. 
George  E.  Lary,  for  defendants. 

REPORT   AND   OPINION   OF  THE   COMMISSION. 

Veazey,  Cormnissioner : 

In  the  original  complaint  the  St.  Louis,  Alton  &  Terra 
Haute  Railroad  Company  was  the  only  defendant.  There- 
after, and  before  hearing,  the  complainant  asked  and  obtained 
leave  to  make  the  Illinois  Central  Bailroad  Company  a  party 
defendant,  and  having  filed  an  amended  complaint,  both  the 
defendants  answered  the  same. 

The  question  in  this  case  as  appears  from  the  pleadings 
and  evidence  concerns  the  transportation  of  interstate  traffic 
originating  at  St.  Louis,  Missouri,  and  East  St.  Louis,  Illi- 
nois, and  destined  to  divers  points  south  of  Cairo,  on  the 
line  of  the  Illinois  Central  Railroad  and  other  southern, 
southeastern  and  southwestern  points  reached  by  the  defend- 
ants and  other  lines  operated  in  connection  with  them.  The 
petitioner,  which  is  a  corporation  engaged  in  the  manufac- 
ture of  flour  at  East  St.  Louis,  complains  that  its  business  in 
that  regard  is  discriminated  against  by  the  defendant  car- 
riers in  favor  of  St.  Louis  manufacturers  of  the  same  com- 


HEZEL  MILXJNG  CO.  V,  ST.  L.,  AL.  &  T,  H    R.  R.  CO.  ET  AL.      59 

modity,  and  it  is  said  that  this  discrimination  is  brought 
about  by  the  practice  of  the  carriers  in  permitting  the  St. 
Louis  shippers  to  deliver  their  freight  at  the  depot  of  the  St. 
Louis  Transfer  Company  or  at  the  depot  of  the  St.  Louia 
Bridge  &  Tunnel  Company  in  the  city  of  St.  Louis,  whence 
the  goods  are  transported  to  the  receiving  depot  of  the 
St.  Louis,  Alton  &  Terre  Haute  Railroad  Company  at 
East  St.  Louis  at  the  expense  of  the  defendants,  the  rate 
from  St.  Louis,  including  the  amount  paid  by  the  carriers  to 
the  transfer  companies,  being  the  same  as  that  charged  to 
the  complainant  and  other  shippers  from  East  St.  Louis  to 
the  same  destinations. 

The  answer  of  the  St.  Louis,  Alton  &  Terre  Haute  Kail- 
road  Company  substantially  admits  that  the  practice  com- 
plained of  exists.  It  contends,  however,  that  the  business 
situation  is  such,  and  the  competition  between  various  lines 
centering  at  this  point  on  the  Mississippi  Kiver  is  such,  a& 
to  demand  the  same  rate  for  transportation  from  St.  Louis  as 
is  charged  from  East  St.  Louis,  and,  as  to  the  business  of  the 
petitioner,  states  that  the  complainant  has  its  choice  of  deliv- 
ering freight  at  the  receiving  depot  of  the  defendant  at  East 
St.  Louis  or  loading  the  same  direct  from  its  mill  into  the 
cars,  to  and  from  which  the  defendant  switches  the  cars  free 
of  charge. 

The  answer  of  the  Illinois  Central  Railroad  Company 
states  substantially  that  its  line  connects  at  Du  Quoin,  in  the 
State  of  Illinois,  with  the  railroad  of  the  other  defendant 
running  between  Du  Quoin  and  East  St.  Louis,  and  that  it 
has  been  the  custom  to  receive  freight  from  the  last  named 
company  at  Du  Quoin,  destined  to  points  on  its  road  and 
other  southern  points  reached  by  connecting  lines,  so  as  to 
provide  for  a  continuous  carriage  without  transshipment,  and 
avers  that  the  rates  in  such  cases  from  St.  Louis  and  East 
St.  Louis,  in  the  case  of  transportation  of  freight  in  which  it 
participates,  are  divided  according  to  an  agreed  percentage. 
This  defendant  disclaims  any  knowledge  of  any  particular 
shipment  made  by  the  petitioner. 

There  is  very  little  controversy  as  to  the  facts  important  to 
be  considered    in   arriving  at  a  determination  of   this  case. 
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The  petitioner  is  a  large  manufacturer  of  flour  at  East  St. 
Louis,  and  its  business  is  very  largely  with  customers  living 
on  the  line  of  the  Illiuois  Central  road,  and  at  southern, 
southeastern  and  southwestern  points  reached  by  the  lines  of 
the  defendant  railway  companies  and  their  connections.  Its 
mill  is  situated  about  a  half  mile  from  the  receiving  station 
of  the  St.  Louis,  Alton  &  Terre  Haute  Bailroad  Company  at 
East  St.  Louis,  and  that  company  maintains  a  side-track  con- 
tiguous to  the  mill  property. 

The  petitioner  delivers  its  flour  in  two  ways,  viz.:  Either 
by  sending  the  flour  by  its  own  teams  from  its  mill  to  the 
receiving  station  of  the  railroad  company  at  East  St.  Louis, 
at  a  cost  as  claimed  of  about  six  cents  per  barrel,  or  by  load- 
ing it  on  the  cars  of  the  railroad  company,  which  are  switched 
to  and  from  its  siding  free  of  charge.  It  costs  the  petitioner 
about  three  cents  a  barrel  to  load  the  cars  on  the  siding ;  in 
addition  to  this  expense  the  complainant  is  required  to  clean 
and  repair  the  cars  in  order  to  place  them  in  fit  condition  to 
ship  in ;  besides,  the  cars  are  required  to  be  loaded  according 
to  stations;  that  is  to  say,  all  flour  destined  for  a  particular 
place  is  not  only  put  in  the  same  car,  but  is  also  loaded  so 
that  that  part  destined  for  the  nearest  station  is  placed  in  the 
forward  part  of  the  train,  and  that  for  the  most  remote  sta- 
tion at  the  rear  of  the  train,  the  lots  for  intermediate  stations 
being  arranged  consecutively  according  to  the  distance  of  the 
point  of  consignment.  It  was  stated  on  the  hearing  that  one- 
half  of  the  cars  had  to  be  cleaned,  but  it  did  not  appear  just 
what  the  requirements  to  clean  and  repair  the  cars,  or  to 
load  according  to  stations,  really  cost  the  complainant ;  it  did 
appear,  however,  that  these  requirements  were  a  source  of 
expense  to  it. 

The  St.  Louis  millers  also  ship  flour  by  the  defendants' 
lines  to  the  same  points  as  the  complainant.  They  make 
their  delivery  in  St.  Louis,  and  from  thence  it  is  taken  to  the 
railroad  station  in  East  St.  Louis  in  one  of  the  three  follow- 
ing ways  : 

1.  By  rail  from  the  station  of  the  Terminal  Kailroad  Asso- 
ciation of  St.  Louis. 
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2.  By  wagons  from  the  station  of  the  St.  Louis  Transfer 
Company. 

3,  By  wagons  from  the  doors  of  their  mills,  by  wagons  of 
the  St.  Louis  Transfer  Company. 

The  method  of  making  delivery  above  described  is  as 
follows : 

L  To  the  station  of  the  Terminal  Railroad  Association  of 
St.  Louis.  This  corporation  is  engaged  in  the  business  of 
transferring  freight  by  rally  from  St.  Louis,  across  the  river 
to  the  railroad  station  at  East  St.  Louis.  Sometimes  it  is 
loaded  by  the  shippers  directly  into  the  cars,  the  Terminal 
Association  furnishing  help  to  tier  up  the  barrels  in  the  car, 
the  shipper  simply  rolling  the  barrels  in.  When  the  cars 
are  not  at  hand  the  shipper  rolls  the  barrels  off  upon  the 
platform,  whence  they  are  loaded  by  the  employes  of  the 
Terminal  Association.  For  transferring  flour  in  this  way 
from  its  depot  in  St.  Louis  to  the  railroad  station  at  East  St. 
Louis,  the  Terminal  Association  receives  four  cents  a  barrel, 
which  is  wholly  paid  by  the  defendants.  The  shippers  bear 
the  expense  of  delivering  flour  from  their  mills  to  the  depot 
of  the  Terminal  Association  in  St.  Louis. 

II.  To  the  depot  of  the  St.  Louis  Transfer  Company.  This 
corporation  is  engaged  in  the  business  of  transferring  freight 
by  wagons,  across  the  river,  to  the  railroad  station  at  East 
St.  Louis.  The  shippers  bear  all  the  expense  of  hauling  the 
flour  to  the  platform  of  the  St.  Louis  Transfer  Company  and 
miloading  it  there,  or  into  wagons,  if  that  can  be  conveniently 
done,  but  they  are  not  required  to  wait  for  the  wagons.  For 
the  transfer  of  flour  by  this  method  the  St.  Louis  Transfer 
Company  receives  eight  cents  a  barrel,  which  is  paid  by  the 
railroad  companies. 

m.  Sometimes  the  wagons  of  the  Transfer  Company  take 
flour  directly  from  the  mills  of  the  St.  Louis  shippers.  When 
that  course  is  pursued,  the  shipper  pays  one-half  of  the 
transfer  charges,  or  four  cents  a  barrel,  the  railroad  compa- 
nies paying  the  other  half. 
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From  the  foregoing  it  will  be  seen  that  the  railroad  com- 
panies, except  in  case  the  wagons  of  the  Transfer  Company 
take  the  flour  from  the  mills  at  St.  Louis,  bear  the  entire 
expense  of  transferring  the  flour  from  the  transfer  stations 
in  St.  Louis  to  the  railroad  station  in  East  St.  Louis,  and  at 
an  expense  of  either  four  or  eight  cents  a  barrel,  according 
to  the  method  of  transfer;  when  accomplished  in  railroad 
cars  from  the  station  of  the  Terminal  Railroad  Association, 
the  former  sum,  and  when  in  wagons  from  the  station  of  the 
St.  Louis  Transfer  Company,  the  latter  sum.  It  did  not 
appear  what  proportion  of  flour  was  shipped  by  these  diflFer- 
ent  methods  from  St.  Louis. 

Each  of  these  methods  of  receiving  flour  from  the  St.  Louis 
shippers  diflFers  from  that  adopted  in  regard  to  shipment  of 
flour  by  the  petitioner.  The  petitioner,  as  above  stated, 
either  loads  its  flour  directly  in  the  cars  at  the  siding  on  the 
mill  property,  having  first  put  the  cars  in  condition  fit  to 
ship  in,  by  repairing  or  cleaning  them,  or  the  flour  is  hauled 
directly  to  the  station  of  the  defendant  railroad  company  at 
East  St.  Louis  where  it  is  loaded  in  the  cars  by  that  defend- 
ant, the  same  as  flour  is  loaded  by  the  Terminal  Association 
when  delivered  at  its  depot  by  St.  Louis  shippers. 

Where  flour  is  shipped  via  the  defendant  railroads  from 
East  St.  Louis,  the  bills  of  lading  are  filled  out  in  the  same 
manner  whether  the  flour  originates  at  St.  Louis  or  East  St. 
Louis.  In  either  case  they  are  made  up  nominally  of  two 
items — "  advance  charges,"  meaning  the  transfer  charge  for 
taking  the  flour  across  the  river,  and  "unpaid  charges," 
meaning  the  railroad  freight.  In  the  case  of  flour  from  St. 
Louis,  "advance  charges"  are  actually  paid  to  that  transfer 
company  which  transfers  the  flour,  but  in  case  of  a  shipment 
originating  at  East  St.  Louis,  although  in  point  of  fact  no 
** advance  charges"  are  paid,  the  railroad  company  makes 
out  the  same  kind  of  a  bill  and  collects  the  whole  sum,  and 
turns  the  money  for  these  alleged  "  advance  charges  "  into  its 
own  treasury. 

It  results  from  the  foregoing  facts  that  the  railroad  com- 
panies receive  less  money  for  a  shipment  of  flour  originating 
in  St.  Louis  than  in  East  St.  Louis. 


H£Z£L  MILLING  CO.  V.  ST.  L.,  AL.  &  T.  H.  R.  K.  CO.  ET  AL.      63 

The  Commission  in  the  case  of  Stone  &  Garten  v.  The 
Detroit,  etc.,  E.  E,  Co.,  3  I.  C.  C.  Eep.  613 ;  3  Inters.  Com. 
Rep.  60,  had  occasion  to  pass  upon  the  subject  of  free  cart- 
age. In  that  case  the  rates  from  eastern  points  were  the 
same  on  freight  destined  to  Ionia,  Michigan,  and  to  Grand 
Rapids,  Michigan,  both  places  being  on  the  line  of  the 
Grand  Haven  road,  the  latter  station  being  at  a  greater  dis- 
tance from  the  initial  point  than  the  former. 

At  Grand  Eapids,  the  carrier  provided  at  its  own  expense 
drays,  cars  and  trucks  for  the  service  of  transfemng  fieight 
from  its  station  to  the  place  of  business  of  its  patrons  there, 
and  performed  such  service  without  additional  charge  to  the 
owner  or  shipper  of  the  property.  It  was  contended  by  the 
defendant  that  such  carriage  was  a  terminal  expense  ren- 
dered necessary  by  reason  of  the  remoteness  of  defendant's 
warehouse  from  the  business  part  of  the  city.  This  however 
was  not  sustained  by  the  Commission,  and  it  was  said  in  the 
report  and  opinion,  p.  622 : 

**The  effect  of  the  respondent  doing  the  cartage  at  its  own  cost  of  two 
cents  per  hundred  pounds  is  precisely  the  same  that  it  would  be  if  all  its 
rates  to  Grand  Rapids  were  made  two  cents  a  hundred  pounds  less,  and  the 
consignees  were  left  to  pay  the  cost  of  cartage.  But  if  that  were  done  the 
Ionia  rates  would  clearly  be  illegal,  because  they  would  be  two  cents  a  hun- 
dred pounds  more  than  the  Grand  Rapids  rates.  If,  then,  the  argument  for 
the  respondent  is  sound,  the  same  thing  in  substance  and  effect  may  be  legal 
to  be  done  in  one  way  and  illegal  when  done  in  another;  the  form  will  deter- 
mine its  lawfulness  and  not  its  substance.  So  if  the  rates  to  the  two  towns 
were  made  the  same,  but  the  Grand  Rapids  consignees  were  allowed  a 
rebate  of  two  cents  a  hundred  because  of  their  greater  distance  from  the 
railroad  warehouse,  the  illegality  would  seem  to  be  equally  obvious.  But 
this  would  differ  from  the  present  arrangement  in  form  only,  not  at  all  in 
substance." 

The  dissenting  opinion  of  Bragg,  Coiiunissioner,  in  the 
above  case,  will  be  found,  upon  examination,  to  be  based 
upon  facts  not  existing  in  this  case. 

Although  St.  Louis  and  East  St.  Louis  are  different  munici- 
paUties,  and  in  different  States,  they  are  not  unlike  many 
cities  constituting  a  single  municipality ;  they  are  separated 
bv  the  Mississippi  River,  which  is  crossed  by  a  railroad  and 
wagon  bridge,  as  well  as  by  numerous  ferries,  but  with  refer- 
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ence  to  the  transportation  of  flour,  the  defendants  seem  to 
have  treated  the  two  cities  as  a  single  business  community ; 
therefore  they  cannot  complain  if  this  case  is  determined 
upon  that  theory. 

This  is  not  a  case  where  the  carriers  adopted  the  practice 
of  entire  free  cartage  from  mill  to  station  for  some  or  all  of 
their  flour  patrons.  It  therefore  does  not  call  for  considera- 
tion of  questions  which  might  arise  in  a  case  where  free  cart- 
age is  accorded  from  mill  to  station,  and  one  mill  was  more 
remote  therefrom  than  another  and  the  cartage  expense 
increased  in  proportion  to  distance,  but  this  is  a  case  where 
the  carriers  pay  a  portion  of  the  expense  of  delivery  to  sta- 
tion to  certain  shippers  only. 

It  is  easy  to  see  that  questions  arising  under  a  practice  of 
partial  or  absolute  free  cartage,  or  growing  out  of  the  exist- 
ence of  side  tracks  to  shippers'  doors,  must  depend  largely 
for  solution  on  the  particular  circumstances  of  each  case. 

The  expense  of  getting  the  flour  from  the  mills  in  St.  Louis 
to  East  St.  Louis  is  made  up  of  two  parts,  the  one  (unless 
the  delivery  is  from  the  mill  door)  is  borne  by  the  shipper  by 
hauling  in  wagons  from  the  mills  to  the  stations  of  the  trans- 
fer companies ;  the  other  expense  is  that  of  transferring  the 
flour  from  such  stations  in  St.  Louis  to  the  defendants'  sta- 
tion in  East  St.  Louis. 

In  respect  to  the  petitioner's  flour,  unless  it  loads  directly 
into  the  cars  at  its  mill,  it  bears  all  the  expense  of  hauling 
the  flour  from  the  mill  to  the  depot. 

In  the  one  case  the  railroad  pays  a  part  of  the  expense, 
and  in  the  other  it  pays  none. 

The  St.  Louis,  Alton  &  Terre  Haute  Bailroad  Company 
has  but  one  station  for  St.  Louis  and  East  St.  Louis,  and 
that  is  at  the  latter  place ;  this  railroad  does  not  cross  the 
river,  and  all  the  flour  from  the  St.  Louis  mills  destined  for 
points  reached  by  the  defendant  railroads  must  be  carried 
across  tlie  river  by  the  shippers  themselves  directly,  or  by 
some  intermediate  transportation  agency,  such  as  "The  Ter- 
minal Railroad  Association,"  or  the  **  St.  Louis  Transfer 
Company,"  as  above  described. 

The  river  being  between  the   terminus   of  the   defendant 
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railroads  and  the  mills  at  St.  Louis  makes  the  expense  of 
Jeliveiing  the  flour  destined  to  points  east  of  the  Mississippi 
River  greater  than  the  expense  of  delivering  from  the  peti- 
tioner's mills,  and  of  course  the  converse  of  this  proposition 
is  true,  the  8t.  Louis  mills  being  more  favorably  located  as 
to  expense  of  delivery  than  is  the  petitioner  as  to  shipments 
of  flour  destined  to  points  west  of  the  river. 

Each  class  of  mills,  therefore,  has  peculiar  advantages  of 
location;  those  at  East  St.  Louis  being  more  favorably 
located  for  the  southeastern  trade,  and  the  St.  Louis  mills 
being  more  favorably  located  for  the  southwestern  trade. 

If  the  defendants  did  not  bear  any  of  the  expense  of  the 
delivery  of  flour  for  any  shippers  to  the  station  in  East  St. 
Louis,  they  would  be  treating  all  shippers  with  that  equality 
which  the  statute  requires ;  if,  however,  they  bear  any  of  the 
expense  of  the  St.  Louis  shippers  in  delivering  flour  to  that 
station,  and  bear  no  part  of  this  expense  for  the  East  St. 
Louis  shippers,  then  they  do  not  treat  all  shippers  on  even 
terms. 

For  the  carrier  to  pay  the  larger  expense  of  transportation 
of  a  remote  shipper's  merchandise  to  the  station,  and  not  to 
pay  the  less  expense  of  the  nearer  shipper's  merchandise, 
would  be  the  equivalent  of  a  rebate  to  the  former,  the  rail- 
road service  proper  being  the  same  to  each,  and  at  the  same 
rate. 

As  before  stated,  the  terminus  of  the  St.  Louis,  Alton  & 
Terre  Haute  Bailroad  is  at  East  St.  Louis,  and  the  rate  on 
flour  was  from  the  station  there  situated ;  defendants'  service 
as  carriers  really  begins  there,  and  it  might  not  be  treating 
all  patrons  with  statutable  equality  to  bear  a  part  of  the  cart- 
age expense  for  one  shipper  and  not  bear  a  part  of  it  for 
another. 

But  in  this  case,  the  St.  Louis,  Alton  &  Terre  Haute  Rail- 
road Company  maintains  a  short  side-track  or  switch  from 
its  main  line  to  the  petitioner's  mill,  and  could  take  its  flour 
from  the  mill  door,  and  has  taken  some  in  that  way.  If,  as 
to  flour  so  taken,  that  method  of  business  was  an  advantage 
to  the  petitioner  equal  to  the  amount  paid  to  the  Transfer 
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Companies  for  getting  the  St.  Louis  flour  across  the  river, 
then  there  has  been  no  discrimination.  The  petitioner  has 
drawn  some  of  its  shipments  to  the  station  by  teams,  at  an 
expense  of  about  six  cents  a  barrel.  The  advantage  of  taking 
the  petitioner's  flour  at  its  mill  was  presumably  (and  nothing 
in  the  case  appears  to  the  contrary)  equal  to  the  expense  to 
the  petitioner  in  hauling  by  teams ;  therefore,  the  petitioner 
cannot  complain  that  the  carriers  bear  a  portion  of  the  cart- 
age expense  of  the  St.  Louis  millers,  equal  to  the  benefit  it 
receives  from  being  able  to  deliver  on  the  side-track  at  its 
mill. 

If,  however,  the  defendants  should  fail  to  take  all  the  flour 
of  the  petitioner  directly  from  the  mill,  destined  to  points 
beyond  the  State,  and  the  petitioner  should  be  compelled  to 
haul  more  or  less  of  the  flour  to  the  station,  the  carriers 
should  bear  a  proportion  of  the  expense  as  to  such  flour, 
equal  to  the  amount  they  bear  for  the  St.  Louis  millers. 

The  amount  which  was  borne  of  that  expense  for  the  St. 
Louis  millers,  by  the  carriers,  varied  as  above  stated.  In  the 
case  of  the  transfer  being  made  by  the  Terminal  Association, 
it  was  4  cents  a  barrel ;  when  by  the  St.  Louis  Transfer  Com- 
pany, it  was  8  cents  a  barrel.  It  did  not  appear  what  pro- 
portion was  transferred  by  the  one  company  or  the  other. 
Neither  party  having  shown  the  respective  proportions,  they 
cannot  well  complain  of  an  assumption  that  the  proportions 
were  equal,  and  this  would  make  the  average  on  all  flour 
transferred  from  St.  Louis  to  the  railroad  station  of  the 
defendant  at  East  St.  Louis,  six  cents  a  barrel,  and  this  hap- 
pens to  be  tlie  same  sum  which  it  costs  the  complainant  to 
haul  its  flour  from  its  mill  to  the  same  station. 

It  is  difficult  to  see,  if  the  defendants'  theory  of  a  single 
business  community  is  discarded,  how  a  more  beneficial  result 
for  the  petitioner  could  be  reasonably  arrived  at ;  because, 
upon  the  other  theory  of  two  separate  business  communities, 
separated  by  a  distance  of  one  or  more  miles,  and  that  the 
transfer  companies'  part  of  the  transportation  constituted  a 
portion  of  the  through  line  between  St.  Louis  and  eastern 
and  other  points,  then  the  main  question,  aside  from   car 
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cleaning,  repairing  and  the  loading  features,  would  be  that 
arising  under  the  "long  and  short  haul"  section  of  the  Act, 
in  respect  tp  which  no  violation  of  that  section  (although  it 
might  be  of  some  of  the  other  sections),  could  be  fairly 
claimed,  as  the  rates  on  both  sides  of  the  river  would  be  the 
same.  The  only  discrimination  left  for  consideration,  under 
this  view,  would  be  that  relating  to  discrimination  or  prefer- 
ence in  the  subordinate  matters  above  mentioned,  and  the 
reasonableness  of  the  rate  in  itself. 

We  think,  all  the  circumstances  considered,  that  the  peti- 
tioner, in  order  to  be  put  on  equality  of  treatment  with  the 
St.  Louis  millers,  is  entitled  to  an  order  allowing  him  a  reduc- 
tion of  six  cents  a  barrel  on  the  rates  which  may  be  in  force, 
as  long  as  the  defendants  bear  that  amount  of  cartage  of 
other  millers,  on  all  flour  destined  to  points  outside  the  State 
which  the  initial  carrier  requests  the  petitioner  to  haul  to  its 
station,  or  which  the  petitioner  is  compelled  to  haul  there  by 
reason  of  proper  cars  not  being  furnished. 

If  the  petitioner  is  entitled  to  the  advantage  of  better 
locality  of  its  mill  for  easterly  shipments,  as  he  claims,  the 
result  arrived  at  above  gives  him  that  advantage,  as  compared 
with  the  St.  Louis  millers,  to  the  extent  of  the  cost  to  the  St, 
Louis  shippers  of  flour  for  hauling  their  shipments  to  the 
stations  of  the  transfer  companies  in  St.  Louis. 

We  think,  also,  that  the  requirement  for  the  petitioner  to 
clean  and  repair  the  cars,  in  order  to  put  them  in  a  proper 
condition  to  be  used  for  shipment  of  flour  is  unreasonable, 
and  that  the  cars  ought  to  be  furnished  on  the  mill  side-track 
in  such  condition  that  petitioner  shall  not  be  put  to  any 
expense  of  getting  them  ready. 

The  requirement  that  the  petitioner  shall  load  according  to 
stations  is  not  unreasonable.  It  may  put  him  to  some  trou- 
ble and  expense,  but  there  are  advantages  springing  from 
this  method  of  delivery  which  may  fairly  be  considered  as 
balancing  the  disadvantages. 

The  order  should  be  that,  so  long  as  the  defendants,  or 
either  of  them,  maintain  the  existing  practice  of  bearing  a 
portion  of  the  expense  of  the  delivery  of  flour  from  the  mills 
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at  St.  Louis  to  the  railroad  station  of  the  defendant  at  East 
St.  Louis,  they  shall  allow  the  petitioner  a  rate  which  shall 
be  six  cents  a  barrel  less  than  that  charged  to  shippers  for 
whom  a  portion  of  the  cartage  expense  equal  to  that  amount 
is  borne  by  the  defendants,  upon  all  flour  which  the  initial 
carrier  requests  the  petitioner  to  haul  from  its  mill  to  tlie 
said  station,  or  which  it  is  compelled  to  haul  there  by  reason 
of  proper  cars  not  being  furnished  on  the  side-track  near 
petitioner's  mill  upon  reasonable  notice  from  the  petitioner ; 
that  if,  upon  such  reasonable  notice,  cars  are  furnished  to 
the  petitioner  upon  said  track,  near  petitioner's  mill,  which 
are  in  suflBlcient  repair  and  properly  cleaned  for  the  ship- 
ment, then  the  defendants  may  maintain  the  same  rates  for 
such  shipments  as  they  have  in  force  for  other  shippers  of 
flour  originating  in  St.  Louis  from  the  station  at  East  St. 
Louis,  although  they  bear  a  portion  of  the  cartage  expense 
as  to  such  other  shipments,  and  the  defendants  may  require 
the  petitioner  to  load  the  cars  furnished  to  its  side-track 
according  to  stations. 
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IN  THE  MATTER  OF  THE  CAERIAGE  OF  PERSONS 
FREE  OR  AT  REDUCED  RATES,  BY  THE  BOS- 
TON &  MAINE  RAILROAD  COMPANY. 


Order  served  July  16,  1891. — Answer  filed  August  14,  1891. — Hearing  and 
investigation  had  October  7  and  8,  1891.— Briefs  filed  December  10-26, 
1891.— Decided  December  29,  1891. 


The  defendant  issued  passes  entitling  the  holders  to  free  transportation  over 
the  lines  of  its  system,  extending  into  the  States  of  Maine,  New  Hamp- 
shire, Vermont  and  Massachusetts ;  there  were  several  classes  of  the 
persons  who  received  the  passes,  among  them,  gentlemen  long  eminent 
in  the  public  service,  higher  officers  of  the  States,  prominent  officials  of 
the  United  States,  members  of  the  legislative  railroad  committees  of  the 
above-named  States  and  persons  whose  good-will  was  claimed  to  be 
important  to  the  defendant ;  held,  that  the  giving  of  free  transportation 
to  such  persons  was  a  violation  of  the  Act  to  regulate  commerce. 

The  defendant  also  issued  such  passes  to  other  classes  of  persons,  among 
them,  the  sick,  necessitous  and  indigent,  proprietors  of  hotels,  mem- 
bers of  the  families  of  employees,  agents  of  ice  companies,  milk  con- 
tractors, State  Railroad  Commissioners,  trustees  of  railroad  mortgages 
and  newspaper  publishers  for  advertising ;  Tieldj  as  to  these  latter  classes 
of  persons  that  as  the  investigation  as  to  them  had  not  been  finished, 
the  case  should  be  held  for  further  consideration  and  order. 

When  an  investigation  by  the  Commission  to  inquire  into  the  business  man- 
agement of  a  common  carrier  has  been  fully  concluded  as  to  some  mat- 
ters, and  not  concluded  as  to  others,  an  order  may  be  made  pendente  lite, 
as  to  the  former,  and  cause  retained  for  further  consideration  and  order 
as  to  the  latter. 

Upon  the  facts  found  in  this  case,  held,  that  the  second  section  of  the  Act 
prohibits  the  giving  of  free  transportation  to  the  persons  embraced 
within  the  classes  first  above  named  :  that  a  carrier  is  bound  to  charge 
equally  to  all  persons  regardless  of  their  relative  individual  standing  in 
the  community;  that  the  words,  "under  substantially  similar  circum- 
stances and  conditions"  relate  to  the  nature  and  character  of  the  serv- 
ice rendered  by  the  carrier,  and  not  to  the  official,  social  or  business 
position  of  the  passenger;  that  section  twenty-two  of  the  Act  is  excep- 
tive in  character  and  only  applies  to  the  persons  and  subjects  expressly 
specified  therein. 

William  E.  Chandler,  for  the  complaint. 
Richard  Olney,  for  defendant. 
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f/.   M,    P((ge,   for   National   Editorial   Association   of   the 
United  States. 

REPORT   AND   OPINION   OF  THE   COMMISSION. 

By  THE  Commission: 

Informal  complaint  having  been  made  to  tlie  Interstate 
Commerce  Commission  that  the  Boston  &  Maine  Railroad 
Company,  a  corporation  and  common  carrier  subject  to  the 
provisions  of  the  Act  to  regulate  commerce,  in  the  manage- 
ment of  its  business  as  such,  ignores  and  sets  at  naught  the 
requirements  of  said  Act,  in  that  it  has  through  its  oflBlcers, 
servants,  agents  and  attorneys,  during  the  two  years  last 
past,  extensively,  unwarrantably  and  illegally  given  free  car- 
riage, or  carriage  at  reduced  rates  of  fare,  to  divers  persons 
not  entitled  to  receive  such  free  carriage,  or  carriage  at 
reduced  rates  under  the  said  Act,  and  particularly,  that  the 
said  Boston  &  Maine  Railroad  Company  has  attempted  to 
evade  the  requirements  of  the  said  Act,  by  entering  into 
so-called  agreements  with  the  editors,  or  proprietors  of 
various  newspapers  in  the  States  of  Maine,  New  Hampshire^ 
Vermont  and  Massachusetts,  whereby  free  carriage,  or  car- 
riage at  reduced  rates,  is  illegally  given  to  said  editors,  or 
proprietors,  and  in  some  instances  to  their  families  and 
employees  ostensibly  for  the  part  payment  of  advertising  or 
other  service,  but  really  for  the  purpose  of  evading  the 
requirements  of  said  Act,  and  particularly  specifying  one 
instance  of  this  kind.  And  the  Interstate  Commerce  Com- 
mission, having  decided  to  investigate  said  complaint  by 
inquiring  into  the  business  of  said  common  carrier,  it  waa 
ordered  that  the  Boston  &  Maine  Railroad  Company,  on  or 
before  the  5th  day  of  August,  1891,  should  make  and  file 
with  the  Secretary  of  the  Commission,  at  its  oflBlce  in  Wash- 
ington, in  the  District  of  Columbia,  a  full,  complete,  perfect 
and  specific  answer,  sotting  forth  all  and  singular  the  facts 
and  circumstances  in  regard  to  the  matters  and  things  com- 
plained against  it,  as  set  forth,  and  particularly  the  saidrail- 
road  company  was  required  to  state  and  make  known  in  its 
answer  to  the  Commission,  as  follows : 
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1.  Do  any  persons  hold  passes  from  the  said  Boston  & 
Maine  Bailroad  Company,  entitling  them  to  free  or  reduced 
rates  for  transportation  over  its  lines,  or  any  part  thereof ;  if 
so,  under  what  arrangement  are  such  passes,  or  tickets 
issued.  In  answering  this  question,  the  Boston  &  Maine 
Railroad  Company  is  required  to  state  the  names  of  the  per- 
sons holding  sucb  passes  or  tickets,  their  addresses,  so  far  as 
known,  and,  if  said  passes  are  confined  to  a  single  State,  to 
include  the  names  of  such  persons,  if  they  hold  concurrently 
a  pass,  or  passes,  or  reduced-rate  tickets  over  its  lines,  eflFec- 
tive  in  any  other  State  than  that  for  which  the  free  carriage 
is  limited  to  a  single  State.  And  if  said  passes  or  any  of 
them,  or  said  reduced-rate  tickets,  are  issued  under  any 
arrangement  or  contract  with  said  persons,  then  the  arrange- 
ment is  to  be  substantially  stated,  together  with  the  dates 
thereof  and  the  amount  of  transportation  therein  provided 
for,  and  on  what  account,  and  for  what  reason. 

2.  State  the  names  of  all  persons,  either  under  contract  or 
otherwise,  holding  annual  passes  on  July  llthj  1891,  over  the 
line  of  the  Boston  &  Maine  Railroad,  or  any  portion  thereof 
extending  between  any  two  of  the  States  in  which  said  rail- 
road is  situated,  and  if  any  of  the  said  passes  are  confined  to 
the  limits  of  any  one  of  the  said  States,  then  the  names  of  all 
persons,  and  their  addresses  so  far  as  known,  holding  passes 
concurrently  effective  over  a  portion  of  its  line  in  any  State 
other  than  that  to  which  the  said  annual  pass  is  limited  as 
aforesaid,  and  not  including  the  names  of  its  own  officers  and 
employees  immediately  engaged  in  the  operation  of  its  own 
road,  nor  the  names  of  the  principal  officers  and  employees 
of  other  railroad  companies  to  whom  such  passes  have  been 
issued  in  exchange. 

3.  State  the  names  and  addresses,  so  far  as  known,  of  all 
persons  to  whom  annual,  trip,  special  or  other  passes  or  tick- 
ets at  a  reduced  rate  of  fare  have  been  given  during  the  two 
years  last  past,  together  with  the  reasons  for  the  issuance 
thereof,  and  if  any  of  said  passes  or  reduced  rate-tickets  have 
been  limited  to  any  one  State,  include  the  names  of  such  per- 
sons, if  they  concurrently  held  other  passes  or  tickets,  eflFective 
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over  its  line,  or  any  portion  thereof,  in  any  other  State,  not 
including,  however,  the  names  of  its  own  officers  and 
employees  immediately  engaged  in  the  operation  of  its  own 
road,  nor  the  names  of  the  principal  officers  and  employees 
of  other  railroad  companies  to  whom  such  passes  have 
been  issued  in  exchange.  But  not  excepting  from  the  answer 
to  this  interrogatory  the  names  of  any  person  to  whom  such 
passes  or  reduced-rate  tickets  have  been  issued  pursuant  to 
any  contract,  agreement  or  arrangement  between  the  said 
Boston  &  Maine  Railroad  Company  and  such  persons,  osten- 
sibly providing  therefor  as  payment  for  advertising,  or  other 
service. 

The  said  railroad  company  in  answer  denied  in  general 
terms  having  violated  the  provisions  of  the  Act  to  regulate 
commerce  in  inspect  to  free  transportation  of  passengers, 
but  admitted  that  it  had  given  tickets  entitling  the  holders  to 
free  interstate  transportation,  and  set  out  in  schedules  the 
names  and  addresses  of  the  persons  to  whom  such  free  passes 
had  been  given,  as  called  for  specifically  in  the  order,  with  a 
memorandum  against  each  name,  indicating  the  reason  for 
the  issuance  thereof.  These  persons  were  arranged  in 
classes  specified  in  the  answer  as  follows : 


**  Class  1 — includes  sick,  necessitous  or  indigent  persons — 
in  short,  all  eases  of  charity  strictly. 

**  Class  2 — includes  gentlemen  like  Honorable  James  W. 
Bradbury,  long  eminent  in  tne  public  service. 

**  Class  3 — includes  proprietors  of  summer  hotels  and  large 
boanling  houses,  conformably  to  a  practice  which  has  long 
existed  among  all  the  railroads  of  New  England. 

"Ch\ss  4—  includes  wives  of  employees  and  other  immedi- 
ate moniboi^  of  omplovoes*  families. 

**  (Mass  r>  includes  all  a4:ronts  of  ice  companies  and  all 
milk  ooutraotoi"s  di>ing  business  on  the  line  of  the  Boston  & 
INIaino  l\aih\>;ul  or  anv  part  thonn^f  extending:  between  anv 
two  Statos  said  agents  and  oontniotors  traveling  on  the 
tniins  in  the  oouihiot  of  thoir  business. 


IS  RE  PERSONS  FREE  OR  AT  REDUCED  RATES  BY  B.  &  M.  R.  R.  CO.  73 

"Class  6 — includes  the  higher  oflScers  of  state,  in  the 
States  of  Maine,  New  Hampshire,  Vermont  and  Massachu- 
setts, and  certain  prominent  oflScers  of  the  United  States, 
like  Collectors  of  Customs. 

"  Class  7 — includes  the  Bailroad  Commissioners  of  each  of 
the  States  of  Maine,  New  Hampshire,  Vermont  and  Massa- 
chusetts. 

"  Class  8 — includes  the  members  of  the  Railroad  Commit- 
tee for  the  time  being  of  the  legislature  of  each  of  the  States 
of  Maine,  New  Hampshire,  Vermont  and  Massachusetts. 

"  Class  9 — includes  persons  who  are  trustees  under  mort- 
gages on  the  property  of  the  corporation  and  who  are  entitled 
to  inspect  its  property  by  virtue  of  the  deed  or  indenture 
constituting  them  trustees. 

"Class  10 — in  the  schedule  annexed,  called  'Compliment- 
ary'— includes  persons  whose  good- will  is  important  to  the 
corporation ;  and  who,  so  long  as  the  general  practice  of  rail- 
roads remains  what  it  now  is,  might  justly  take  oflfense  if  in 
the  matter  of  free  transportation  they  were  to  receive  from 
the  Boston  &  Maine  Railroad  diflferent  treatment  from  that 
received  from  other  railroad  corporations." 

This  company  also  annexed  to  its  answer  a  copy  of  its 
contract  with  Joshua  Foster,  named  in  the  complaint,  and 
alleged  that  the  contract  was  entered  into  bo7ia  Jf(fe,  was  in 
the  interest  of  the  Boston  &  Maine  Railroad  Company,  and 
secured  for  it  advertising  and  printing  more  than  equivalent 
in  value  to  the  value  of  the  transportation  furnished ;  that 
the  passes  issued  under  said  contract  were  free  passes  only 
in  name,  and  represented  full  value  received  by  said  railroad 
company 

It  further  alleges  that  it  conducted  its  business,  in  respect 
to  the  giving  of  passes,  the  same  as  other  railroads  do. 

Upon  investigation  of  the  subject  matter  involved  in  said 
complaint,  it  appeared  and  is  found  that  the  defendant  rail- 
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road  compauy  had  issued  a  large  number  of  interstate  tick- 
ets without  charge,  called  and  known  as  passes,  which  con- 
ferred upon  the  holder  the  right  of  free  transportation  over 
the  lines  of  the  railroad,  many  of  them  being  still  in  force ; 
that  this  is  done  not  only  for  single  trips,  but  passes  good  for 
a  year  are  given  and  are  issued  annually  to  the  same  general 
classes  of  persons,  and  that  the  same  are  used  by  the  hold- 
ers in  some  cases  at  least — how  generally  did  not  appear. 
This  issuing  of  annual  and  trip  free  passes,  good  for  state  or 
interstate  use,  has  become  a  regular  feature  of  the  business 
of  administering  the  affairs  of  the  defendant  railroad.  They 
are  given  mainly  by  the  general  manager  of  the  railroad, 
and  a  record  thereof  is  kept,  showing  the  name  and  resi- 
dence of  the  donee  and  the  number  of  his  pass.  They  are 
good  only  for  the  person  named  on  the  pass,  and  conductors 
are  instructed  to  take  them  up  and  return  them  to  the  man- 
ager's oflSce  if  presented  by  any  person  other  than  the  one 
named  thereon.  The  defendant  claimed  that  the  custom  of 
giving  free  passes  had  always  existed  to  some  extent  since 
the  defendant  railroad  was  put  in  operation,  and  said  that  it 
existed  generally  in  the  country  and  to  much  the  same  class 
of  persons,  varying  probably  in  extent  on  different  railroads, 
with  a  natural  tendency  to  increase,  and  admitted  it  had 
probably  at  times  and  on  some  railroads  grown  into  a  great 
abuse,  and  that  it  is  a  troublesome  and  annoying  practice, 
but  one  that  a  single  railroad  or  system  could  not  easily 
unload  or  discard  unless  all  did  it.  The  investigation  was 
limited  to  interstate  passes  and  did  not  extend  to  state  passes 
except  in  a  general  way  and  so  far  as  necessary  to  a  full 
understanding  of  the  extent  and  character  of  the  interstate 
passes  issued.  The  president  cf  the  defendant  company  tes- 
tified that  he  had  given  a  few  interstate  passes,  but  not 
many,  as  that  branch  of  the  administration  was  devolved 
upon  the  general  manager.  The  books  and  records  of  the 
company  showed  that  the  classes  of  persons  to  whom  passes 
had  been  given  for  the  past  two  years  were  stated  with  sub- 
stantial accuracy  in  the  defendant's  answer.  There  was  no 
controversy  in  the  evidence,  and  the  foregoing  statement  of 
facts  is  perhaps  sufiicient-  so  far  as  pertains   to  the  case  of 
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persons  embraced  in  Classes  2,  6,  8  and  10,  which  include 
"gentlemen  eminent  in  the  public  service,"  "higher  oflScers'* 
of  States  named,  "  prominent  oflScers  of  the  United  States,'* 
members  of  railroad  committees  of  the  legislatures  of  the 
four  New  England  States  named,  and  "persons  whose  good 
will  is  important  to  the  corporation  and  who,  so  long  as  the 
general  practice  of  railroads  remains  what  it  is  now,  might 
justly  take  oflfense  if  in  the  matter  of  free  transportation  they 
were  to  receive  from  the  Boston  &  Maine  Railroad  diflferent 
treatment  from  that  received  from  other  railroad  companies,'* 
the  latter  class  being  denominated  in  the  record  and  on  the 
face  of  the  passes  as  "  complimentary." 

Briefs  have  been  filed  by  Hon.  William  E.  Chandler  in 
support  of  the  complaint,  and  by  Hon.  Richard  Olney  in 
behalf  of  the  defendant,  and  by  J.  M.  Page,  Esq.,  Secretary 
of  the  National  Editorial  Association  of  the  United  States, 
in  behalf  of  said  association.  In  the  briefs  of  Mr.  Olney 
and  Mr.  Page  it  is  stated,  in  eflfect,  that  Mr.  Chandler  was 
inspired  to  make  the  charges  involved  in  this  complaint  by 
personal  spite  and  political  considerations.  This  statement 
in  regard  to  Mr.  Chandler  elicited  a  reply  not  without  inter- 
est or  point;  but  this  is  of  course  immaterial,  for  the  ques- 
tion presented  is  not  one  of  motive  for  the  attack,  but 
whether  the  conceded  practice  of  the  defendant  is  vulnerable 
and  obnoxious  to  the  provisions  of  the  Act  to  regulate  com- 
merce, and  it  was  the  duty  of  the  Commission  to  investigate 
the  matters  charged,  and  whether  upon  formal  or  informal 
complaint  is  equally  immaterial. 

The  order  of  the  Commission  was  directed  to  an  investi- 
gation of  the  practice  of  the  defendant  in  issuing  free  trans- 
portation to  favored  persons,  such  as  has  been  described. 
The  answer  admits  the  fact  that  free  transportation  has  been 
issued  and  to  a  very  great  number  of  persons,  but  contends 
that  the  practice  is  not  prohibited  bj'  the  law. 

On  the  other  hand  it  is  claimed  that  the  practice  consti- 
tutes a  violation  of  the  law  in  a  substantial  and  important 
respect. 

Whatever  may  have  been  the  animus  of   the  person  who 
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presented  the  question  to  the  Commission,  whether  ulterior 
or  otherwise,  is  not  a  matter  of  any  importance  because  the 
original  order  of  the  Commission,  after  it  had  decided  to 
investigate  the  subject,  the  answer  of  the  defendant  and  the 
proof  submitted,  fairly  present  a  question  for  the  adjudica- 
tion of  the  Commission  of  very  great  public  interest,  a  sub- 
ject which,  as  will  be  seen  hereafter,  had  had  the  serious  con- 
sideration of  the  Commission  in  the  past,  and  which  should 
be  definitively  and  authoritatively  determined. 

The  question  which  the  case  presents  for  adjudication  is : 
Does  the  Act  prohibit  the  gi-anting  of  free  interstate  trans- 
portation to  passengers  ?  Plainly,  it  does  not  in  all  cases, 
for  such  transportation  or  transportation  at  reduced  rates, 
may  be  given  to  certain  classes  of  persons  specified  in  sec- 
tion 22  of  the  statute. 

The  inquiry  then  arises :  Does  the  Act  prohibit  the  giving 
of  free  transportation  to  persons  other  than  those  specified 
in  section  22,  and  if  so,  are  the  passes  which  the  defendant 
admits  it  issues  within  or  without  the  exceptions  of  the 
section  ?  * 

Defendant's  counsel  contends  that  the  defendant,  in  fur- 
nishing free  transportation  to  such  passengers,  has  not  vio- 
lated any  provision  of  the  statute,  first,  because  it  does  not 
in  terms  forbid  the  issuance  of  free  passes ;  second,  if  Con- 
gress intended  prohibition  it  ought  and  might  reasonably 
be  expected  to  have  disclosed  it  in  explicit  language ; 
third,  what  the  Act  prohibits  is  unjust  discrimination,  which 
the  Act  itself  defines  to  be  charging  one  person  greater  or 
less  compensation  for  services  rendered  than  it  charges 
another  for  a  like  and  contemporaneous  service  "under  sub- 
stantially similar  circumstances   and  conditions ;"  but  in  the 


'.Section  2  of  Act  to  regulate  commerce  reads  as  follows;— 

Sec.  2.  That  if  auy  common  carrier  subject  to  the  provisions  of  this  Act  shall, 
directly  or  indirectly,  by  auy  special  rate,  rebate,  drawback  or  other  device,  charge, 
demand,  collect,  or  receive  from  any  person  or  persons  a  greater  or  less  compensation 
for  any  service  rendered,  or  to  be  rendered,  in  the  transportation  of  passengers  or 
property,  subject  to  the  provisions  of  this  Act,  than  it  charges,  demands,  collects,  or 
receives  from  any  other  person  or  persons  for  doing  for  him  or  them  a  like  and  contem- 
poraneous service  in  the  transportation  of  n  like  kind  of  traffic  under  subtftantially 
similar  circumstances  and  conditions,  hucIi  coramoti  carrier  shall  be  deemed  guilty  of 
unjust  discrimination,  which  is  hereby  prohibited  and  declared  to  be  unlawful. 
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cases  for  transportation  to  the  persons  above  described,  the 
circumstances  and  conditions  of  the  carriage  are  substantially 
different  from  those  under  which  passengers  generally  are 
carried  ;  fourth,  that  section  22  of  the  Act  in  expressly  per- 
mitting the  free  carriage  of  certain  classes  of  persons  does 
not  thereby  impliedly  prohibit  the  free  carriage  of  all  others ; 
that  it  is  directed,  not  to  the  matter  of  carrying  passengers 
free  or  for  pay,  but  to  the  matter  of  discrimination  ;  that,  as 
the  previous  portions  of  the  Act  had  expressly  prohibited  all 
discrimination,  this  section  qualifies  the  universality  of  the 
prohibition  by  specifying  certain  cases  in  which  there  may 
be  discrimination ;  fifth,  that  the  Act  has  received  practical 
construction  in  accordance  with  the  foregoing  views,  by  the 
practice  of  all  railroads  of  the  country  of  giving  free  passes, 
since  the  law  was  enacted  the  same  as  before,  whenever  their 
interest  seemed  to  demand  it,  and  by  the  habit  of  governors, 
legislators,  judges,  and  all  classes  of  Federal  and  State  oflS- 
cials  and  prominent  citizens  generally  receiving  and  using 
free  passes  the  same  since  the  enactment  as  before ;  sixth, 
that  the  above-claimed  construction  of  the  Act  is  confirmed 
bv  the  fact  that  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission  has 
taken  no  action  indicating  that  the  methods  and  practices 
pursued  were  in  any  way  contrary  to  law. 

The  essential  and  pivotal  point  of  this  argument  is  in  the 
third  clause,  and  rests  in  the  assumption  that  the  "contem- 
poraneous service  "  in  the  transportation  of  two  persons,  one 
on  a  free  pass,  the  other  for  the  paid  tariff  rate,  is  not  "under 
substantially  similar  circumstances  and  conditions,"  but  is 
under  such  dissimilar  circumstances  and  conditions  as  to 
render  the  alleged  prohibitory  element  of  the  statute  inop- 
erative. 

If  this  assumption  or  claim  is  sound,  there  is  no  answer  to 
the  defendant's  position  that  free  transportation  of  passen- 
gers is  in  no  case  made  unlawful. 

The  question  is  therefore  narrowed  to  the  point  as  to  what 
constitutes  "substantially  similar  circumstances  and  condi- 
tions" in  the  carriage  of  passengers.  It  is  not  questioned 
under  this  Act,  that  if  A  and  B  each  has  a  ton  of  freight 
precisely  alike,  to   be  transported  between  the  same  points 
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in  the  same  manner,  by  the  same  carrier,  the  latter  must 
render  the  service  at  the  same  rate  cr  charge  to  both,  and 
this  regardless  of  their  individual  standing  in  the  community. 
It  is  "  a  like  and  contemporaneous  service  in  the  transporta- 
tion of  a  like  kind  of  traffic  under  substantiallv  similar  cir- 
cumstances  and  conditions."  The  Act,  in  section  2,  in  terms 
makes  the  prohibition  of  a  greater  charge  to  one  than  to 
nnother  apply  to  the  transportation  of  both  "passengers" 
and  "  property."  The  language  is  so  explicit  that  it  seems 
to  leave  no  room  for  interpretation.  The  only  diflference  in 
the  "circumstances  and  conditions"  as  between  A  and  B  is 
that  relating  to  their  personality,  but  this  can  have  no  bear- 
ing upon  the  transportation  of  their  property  or  the  carriage 
of  their  persons.  Diflference  in  size  or  weight  of  persons, 
not  considering  young  children,  is  not  regarded  in  passenger 
tniffic  as  creating  a  ground  of  diflference  in  rates.  Thurber 
r.  N.  Y.  0.  &  H.  K.  R.  R.  Co.,  3  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  510.  Moreover 
the  defense  is  not  made  on  the  assumption  of  unlike  service. 
Their  diflference  may  l^  illustniteil  by  supposing  A  is  the 
j^overnor  of  the  state  and  B  a  common  laborer.  Is  it  sup- 
jH'kaable  that  Congress  intendetl  in  a  pn^vision  of  this  char- 
acter, purpi»rting  to  pn>ttH*t  people  against  inequality  of 
trt^atment  by  carriers  subjtH*t  to  the  Act,  to  give  the  country 
a  statute  that  ort^atos  or  aUo\\"s  such  class  distinetions  ? 

The  view  of  the  defendant,  although  a  public  servant  and, 
iu  a  5iense^  administering  a  function  of  the  State  (Olcott  v. 
Fond  Pu  I*ac  Co..  16  Wall  tftH,  31  L.  ed.  570\  seems  to  be 
that  it  has  a  right*  unrt\>trioteil  by  the  statute,  to  divide  the 
public  into  twv^  olasi^t^  plaoii^r  iu  one  elas$  persons  more  or 
U'^ssi  distin^uisht\U  or  wh^vst^  gvxHUwill  i$  impoitant  to  the 
\\^rjH^rativni.  auvl  svnuo  v^hens  and  iu  the  other  class,  the 
rxnus^iiuler  \^f  the  public,  ami  avxvrvliug  to  the  former  the 
privilo^x^  v^C  u^tu^^  the  puHiv*  (rauohi-^^  without  the  payment 
v^f  tiuw  but  oxav'tiui*  fc^w  frv^u  the  Utter. 

If  tlu^  ^\vt*,\^u  \>hv^  vsvuvic<s  jmx  otKciAl  or  an  important 
busir.oss  i\\v\t\v^»\  ;^u\l  isNs.sv>5^v^  vN^\  rx^sixnivuci^it  influence  in  a 
\vnuuiuuit\  i>i  V  v,VxtU\i  t\^  \v\^vivlv  x^v.ov,  vh:  :hdit  Acev>unt  as  to 
lus  tv;^^^v>s>»j,<Uv^ii  .'^N  c*  iv^vsv^^c  >*'  >  5^.v>uld  he  not  be 
t  utit  anI  tv^  VvU'  ^<*'^^  Six  tv^  ''^>v  r^vv^xvi^'v  "*     We  s*^  no  snround 
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for  deyiating  as  to  passenger  traffic  from  the  established  rule 
as  to  freight  traffic ;  and  we  are  cited  to  no  case  where  a  dif- 
ferent rule  has  obtained. 

Under  the  English  Railway  Clauses  Act  of  1845,  which 
provided  "  that  all  such  tolls  be  at  all  times  charged  equally 
to  all  persons.  ...  in  respect  of  all  passengers  and  of 
all  goods  ...  of  the  same  description,  .  .  .  under 
the  same  circumstances,"  the  English  courts  have  held  with 
great  unanimity  that  the  diflferences  in  circumstances  and 
conditions  are  those  relating  to  the  carriage  of  the  goods,  to 
the  nature  and  character  of  the  service  rendered  by  the  car- 
rier, and  not  to  the  business  motives  of  either  the  shipper  or 
carrier. 

Great  Western  K.  Co.  v.  Sutton,  L.  K.  4  H.  L.  226 ;  Denaby 
Co.  V.  Manchester,  Ac,  Ry.  Co.  L.  R.  11  Appeals,  97  (H.  L. 
1885). 

In  the  latter  case,  £or(i  Chief  Jicstice  Blackburn  said: 

"  I  think  it  finally  settled  by  Great  Western  R.  Co.  v.  Sut- 
ton, and  by  Evershed's  Case,  3  App.  Cas.  1029,  that  for  pass- 
ing over  the  same  portion  of  the  railway,  the  obligation  to 
charge,  in  respect  of  goods  of  the  same  description,  equally, 
is  imposed  if  they  are  *  under  the  same  circumstances,'  and 
that  the  circumstances  are  those  relating  to  the  carriage  of 
goods  and  not  the  person  of  the  sender." 

Other  decisions  in  England  are  harmonious  and  to  the 
same  effect : — 

Nitshill  Coal  Co.  v.  Caledonian  Ry.,  2  N.  &  M.  39;  Bells- 
dyke  V,  N.  B.  Ry.  Co.,  2  N.  &  M.  105 ;  Holland  v.  Festinog 
Ry-  Co.,  2  N.  &  M.  278 ;  Harris  v.  Cockermouth,  etc.,  1  N.  & 
if.  97 ;  Garton  v,  Bristol,  1  N.  &  M.  218 ;  Baxendale  v.  Ry. 
Co.,  1  N.  <fc  M.  202 ;  Oxlade  v.  N.  E.  Co.,  1  N.  &  M.  72. 

The  evils  of  free  transportation  of  persons  and  of  discrimi- 
nation in  passenger  rates  by  common  carriers,  is  discussed 
in  the  First  Annual  Report  of  the  Commission  (p.  7).  The 
subject  had  been  considered  by  the  Commission  during  the 
year  preceding  that  report,  I?i  re  Petition  of  the  Order  of 
Railway  Conductors,  1  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  8, 1  I.  C.  Rep.  18 ;  Larri- 
son  V.  Chicago  &  Grand  Trunk  R.  Co.,  1  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  147,  1 
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I.  C.  Eep.  369,  and  in  Smith  v.  Northern  Pacific  E.  Co.,  1  I. 
C.  C.  Rep.  208,  1  I.  C.  Rep.  611. 

The  opinion  of  the  Commission  as  declared  in  that  report 
and  in  the  cases  above  alluded  to  was  unequivocally  to  the 
effect  that  under  the  law  it  was  no  longer  competent  for  the 
carriers  to  discriminate  among  passengers  enjoying  the  same 
accommodations,  by  means  of  any  special  clsssification 
dependent  upon  occupation,  or  other  condition  or  circum- 
stance of  a  ])ersonal  nature,  except  as  the  law  itself  by  the 
twenty-second  section  in  terms  authorized  it. 

In  the  case  of  Griffeo  v,  B.  <fe  M.  Ry.  Co.  in  Nebraska  et  aL, 
2  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  301,  2  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  194,  decided  in  1888, 
the  Commission  uses  this  language : 

The  offense  under  section  2  of  the  Act  to  regulate  commerce  of  giving  free 
transportation  to  an  individual,  consists  in  the  charging,  demanding,  col> 
lecting  or  receiving  by  the  carrier  from  some  other  person  or  persons,  a 
compensation  for  a  lil^e  service  when  none  is  contemporaneously  charged  or 
received  from  the  person  thus  transported  free. 

^n  Slater  v.  Northern  Pacific  Railway  Co.,  2  I.  C.  C.  Rep. 
359,  2  I.  C.  Rep.  243,  decided  the  same  year,  the  Commis- 
sion decided  that : 

Free  transportion  issued  in  the  form  of  an  annual  pass  to  a  person  not  in 
the  regular  and  stated  service  of  the  carrier,  nor  receiving  any  wages  or  sal- 
ary under  a  contract  of  employment,  but  requested  by  him  as  compensation 
for  throwing  in  its  way  what  business  he  conveniently  could,  was  illegal. 

In  the  Third  Annual  Report  to  Congress,  in  1889,  the 
Commission  said,  in  the  course  of  a  long  discussion  of  the 
subject,  as  follows: 

The  statute  undoubtedly  was  framed  to  prohibit  passes  or  free  transporta- 
tion of  persons,  as  one  of  the  forms  of  unjust  discrimination,  favoritism  and 
misuse  of  corporate  powers  that  had  grown  into  an  abuse  of  large  propor- 
tions and  become  demoralizing  in  its  influence  and  detrimental  to  railroads, 
both  in  loss  of  revenue  and  in  provoking  public  hostility.  .  .  .  The  law 
aims  at  the  correction  of  the  abuses  of  free  transportation,  and,  in  aecom> 
plishing  this  general  purpose,  some  forms  of  free  or  reduced  transportation 
that  at  first  view  might  appear  plausible,  or  even  unobjectionable  in  them. 
selves  have  to  fall  under  its  general  restrictions.  .  .  .  The  discrimina- 
tion is  equally  unjust  whether  the  free  transpoi-tation  be  complimentary  or 
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to  aid  some  person's  business,  or  for  some  supposed  indirect  advantage  to 
the  carrier.  The  correction  of  the  evil,  and  the  equality  of  right  to  which 
all  are  entitled,  required  the  restrictions  to  be  general  and  sweeping  to  fur- 
nish any  substantial  assurance  that  the  abuse  should  not  be  continued  or 
new  ones  devised  under  cover  of  any  discretion  left  to  the  carrier. 

And  'again,  after  referring  to  section  22  of  the  Act,  the 
report  further  says : 

The  classes  of  persons  that  may  have  reduced  rates  or  free  carriage  are 
thus  carefully  specified  in  the  statute,  and  their  enumeration  necessarily 
excludes  all  others.  Except  as  qualified  by  this  section,  the  issuance  and 
sale  of  passenger  tickets  must  be  in  accordance  with  the  general  principles 
of  the  Act. 

Other  utterances  and  decisions  of  th^  Commission  to  the 
same  legal  eflfect  have  been  made  every  year  since  its  organi- 
zation, and  its  construction  of  the  Act  has  been  indicated  by 
its  repeated  recommendations  to  Congress  to  add  other 
classes  of  persons  to  the  exceptions  (as  they  were  always 
regarded  by  the  Commission)  contained  in  section  22. 

We  find  not  only  these  views  held  by  the  Commission 
from  its  organization,  but  by  the  Federal  Courts  when  the 
question  has  arisen. 

In  Ex  parte  Koehler,  1  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  317,  Judge  Deady 
decided,  on  the  application  of  the  receiver  of  the  Oregon  it 
CaUfomia  Railway  Company,  asking  for  instruction  as  to  the 
granting  of  free  transportation  to  the  families  of  employees, 
that  the  Act  to  regulate  commerce  prohibited  the  issuance  of 
passes  to  such  persons,  they  not  being  included  in  what  he 
held  to  be  the  excepted  classes  named  in  section  22. 

Without  further  citation  of  authoritv,  the  construction  we 
give  to  section  2  of  the  Act  to  regulate  commerce  is  that 
where  the  service  by  the  carrier  subject  to  the  Act  is  "  like 
and  contemporaneous  "  for  different  passengers,  the  charge 
to  one  of  a  greater  or  less  compensation  than  to  another 
constitutes  unjust  discrimination  and  is  unlawful,  unless  the 
charge  of  such  greater  or  less  compensation  is  allowed  under 
the  exceptions  provided  in  section  22 ;  and  that  where  the 
traffic  is  **  under  substantially  similar  circumstances  and  con- 


82  INTERSTATE   COMMERCE   COMMISSION   REPORTS. 

ditions"  in  other  respects,  it  is  not  rendered  dissimilar 
within  the  meaning  of  the  statute  by  the  fact  that  such  pas- 
sengers hold  unlike  or,  as  sometimes  termed,  unequal  official, 
social  or  business  positions,  or  belong  to  different  classes  as 
they  ordinarily  exist  in  a  community,  or  are  arbitrarily 
created  by  the  carrier. 

Under  this  construction  of  the  Act,  the  practice  of  the 
defendant  in  giving  free  transportation,  such  as  it  concedes 
was  issued  to  "gentlemen  long  eminent  in  the  public  ser- 
vice," "higher  officers  of  States,  and  prominent  officials  of 
the  United  States,"  "members  of  legislative  railroad  com- 
mittees," "persons  whose  good-will  is  important  to  the  cor- 
poration," is  unwarranted  unless  the  favored  person  also 
€omes  under  some  exception  specified  in  section  22  of  the 
Act  to  regulate  commerce. 

The  investigation  was  instituted,  as  appears  from  the  orig- 
inal order,  for  the  purpose  more  especially  of  making 
inquiry  into  the  business  practice  of  issuing  free  passes  by 
the  defendant  than  with  reference  to  any  particular  case  or 
special  infraction  of  the  law. 

The  inquiry  developed,  however,  that  in  addition  to  the 
classes  of  persons  last  above  stated,  the  defendant  had 
issued  other  so-called  free  passes,  which  were  free  in  name 
only,  for  in  reality  there  was  some  consideration  therefor 
passing  from  the  recipient  to  the  defendant,  such  as  those 
issued  to  newspaper  proprietors,  editors  and  reporters,  in 
exchange  for  advertising,  to  hotel  proprietors,  to  ice  dealers 
and  milk  dealers  and  to  some  other  persons  who  are  claimed 
to  stand  on  special  ground  of  right. 

As  to  these  latter  classes  of  persons,  the  investigation  has 
thus  far  brought  out  some  of  the  facts,  but  would  have  to  be 
extended  to  enable  us  to  pass  a  satisfactory  judgment  upon 
them.  To  avoid  the  delay  which  a  proper  and  full  investi- 
gation of  these  classes  would  occasion,  and  in  view  of  their 
minor  importance,  and  yet  perhaps  greater  difficulty  of 
decision,  and  of  the  urgency  that  the  defendant  should  be 
informed  before  the  close  of  the  present  calendar  year  of  our 
decision  so  far  as  we  are  able  to  render  it  at  the  present 
time,  we  have  concluded  to  hold  the  case  as  to  the  passes 
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issued  to  the  last-mentioned  classes  for  such  further  investi- 
gation as  may  be  necessary  to  put  us  in  full  possession  of  all 
the  facts  before  finally  passing  upon  them,  and  in  the  mean- 
time to  issue  an  order  applicable  to  the  classes  first  men- 
tioned, in  accordance  with  the  construction  of  the  law  as 
above  set  forth,  this  being  pursuant  to  practice  in  other 
eases. 
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WILLIAM  H.  MACLOON  v.  THE  CHICAGO  &  NORTH- 
WESTERN  RAILWAY  COMPANY. 


Complaint  filed  December  1,  1890.— Answer  filed  December  26,  1890.— 
Heard  at  Chicago,  September  23, 1891.— Proposed  findings  filed  October 
2  to  19,  1891.— Decided  January  12,  1892. 


1.  The  provisions  of  the  eighth,  ninth,  thirteenth,  fourteenth,  fifteenth  and 

sixteenth  sections  of  the  Act  to  regulate  commerce  construed  in  the 
light  of  recent  decisions  in  Federal  Courts.  Held^  that  a  procedure  for 
the  enforcement  of  lawful  orders  of  the  Commission  founded  upon  con> 
troversies  requiring  trial  by  jury  having  been  provided  by  the  amend- 
ment of  March  2,  1889,  of  the  sixteenth  section  of  the  Act  to  regulate 
commerce,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  Commission  to  pass  upon  the  question 
of  reparation  for  past  damages  whenever  a  claim  is  made  therefor. 

2.  Defendant's  railroad  connects  at  Janes ville,  Wisconsin,  with  the  Chicago, 

Milwaukee  &  St.  Paul  Railway.  Complainant  is  a  merchant  doing 
business  at  that  point  and  having  coal  yards  on  the  line  of  the  latter 
road,  but  receiving  shipments  from  points  on  the  line  of  the  defendant 
road,  and  his  financial  responsibility  is  not  questioned  in  this  proceed, 
ing.  Carriers  operating  in  that  section  of  the  country  are  members  of  a 
car  service  association,  which  has  established  a  rule  requiring  the  pay- 
ment of  demurrage  charges  when  cars  are  retained  by  shippers  more 
than  forty-eight  hours  after  receiving  notice  that  such  cars  are  in  posi- 
tion to  unload,  and  the  rule  is  set  forth  by  the  carriers  in  their  bills  of 
lading.  Upon  all  the  facts  in  this  case.  Held,  that  the  action  of  defend- 
ant in  refusing,  after  payment  of  freight  and  offer  of  customary  switch- 
ing charges,  to  switch  two  carloads  of  coal  to  the  connecting  line  for 
delivery  at  the  coal  yard  of  the  complainant  on  such  line  unless  he  prom- 
ised in  advance  to  pay  any  demurrage  charges  that  might  be  made, 
regardless  of  whether  they  were  just  or  legally  enforceable,  was  unreason- 
able, notwithstanding  complainant  had  previously  refused  to  pay 
demurrage  charges  on  other  cars  switched  to  his  siding,  which  he  had 
failed  to  fully  unload  within  the  time  prescribed  by  the  rule,  and  defend- 
ant by  retaining  the  coal  in  its  possession  and  demanding  such  promise 
from  complainant  as  a  condition  precedent  to  the  performance  of  its 
duty  as  a  carrier  subjected  the  complainant  to  unlawful  prejudice  and 
disadvantage. 
Held,  further,  that  complainant  is  entitled  to  reparation  for  injuries  sustained 
in  consequence  of  such  refusal  and  neglect  of  defendant,  but,  the  proof 
as  to  the  extent  of  his  damages  being  insufficient,  that  the  case  be  held 
open  for  the  present  without  order,  and  that  upon  notice  of  adjustment 
by  the  parties  of  the  (question  of  reparation  the  petition  be  dismissed. 
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E,  M,  Hyzer,  for  complainant. 
W,  C,  Gaudy ^  for  defendant. 

REPORT  AND  OPINION  OP  THE  COMMISSION. 

Veazey,  Commissioner: 

1.  The  complainant  alleges  in  his  petition  that  he  is  a  res- 
ident of  Janesville,  Wisconsin,  and  is  a  retail  dealer  in  coal 
and  other  kindred  commodities  at  that  place,  and  a  shipper 
of  coal  over  the  line  of  defendant's  railroad  from  various 
points  outside  of  the  State  of  Wisconsin  to  Janesville,  par- 
ticularly from  Spring  Valley  in  the  State  of  Illinois. 

2.  That  the  defendant  is  a  common  carrier  engaged  in  the 
transportation  of  persons  and  property  by  railroad  between 
various  points  outside  of  the  State  of  Wisconsin  to  said 
Janesville,  and  is  subject  to  the  Act  to  regulate  commerce. 

3.  That  at  Janesville  several  other  persons  are  engaged  in 
the  same  kind  of  business  as  the  complainant  and  with  whom 
the  complainant  is  in  competition ;  that  the  coal  sheds  of  the 
complainant  are  located  on  the  line  of  the  track  of  the  Chi- 
cago, Milwaukee  &  St.  Paul  Railway,  and  are  contiguous 
thereto,  and  this  railroad  company  has  had  for  a  long  time 
in  force  an  arrangement  under  which  there  has  been  and 
still  is  an  interchange  of  traffic,  and  that  it  has  been  custom- 
ary for  the  last  mentioned  company  to  deliver  to  the  side 
track  contiguous  to  the  complainant's  shed  the  property  con- 
signed to  complainant  and  coming  to  Janesville  over  the 
railroad  of  the  defendant  company.  That  the  same  arrange- 
ment for  interchange  of  traffic  between  these  railroad  com- 
panies applies  to  the  other  dealers  with  whom  the  complain- 
ant is  in  competition,  and  the  defendant  so  manages  its 
business  as  to  those  other  dealers  that  their  cars  are  deliv- 
ered to  them  without  delay  or  inconvenience. 

4.  That  on  the  29th  day  of  September,  1890,  the  defendant 
company  denied  to  the  complainant  the  same  and  equal 
facihties  upon  traffic  coming  from  points  outside  of  the  State 
of  Wisconsin  and  consigned  to  him  at  Janesville  which  it 
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accorded  and  still  accords  to  such  other  persons,  competitors 
of  the  complainant,  in  this,  that  it  gave  notice  to  the  com- 
plainant that  thereafterwards  it  would  not  deliver  any  cars 
consigned  to  the  complainant,  the  Chicago,  Milwaukee  &  St. 
Paul  Railway  Company  for  transfer  to  the  siding  contiguous 
to  the  complainant's  sheds  as  had  formerly  been  customary 
and  is  still  being  done  for  other  persons  in  business  compe- 
tition with  the  complainant  unless  the  complainant  would 
promise  to  pay  any  demurrage  on  said  cars  which  might 
accrue  after  forty-eight  hours  detention.  That  the  complain- 
ant is  and  has  always  been  willing  and  ready  to  pay  to  the 
defendant  any  demurrage  which  might  legitimately  arise 
under  his  contract  for  carriage,  but  avers  that  the  require- 
ment of  the  defendant  that  he  should  in  advance  make  a  con- 
tract to  pay  any  demurrage  which  the  defendant  might 
impose  and  which  would  not  be  warranted  by  the  contract  of 
the  carriage  nor  included  within  the  contract  when  the 
freight  was  delivered  for  transportation  is  an  unjust  and 
unreasonable  regulation,  not  only  in  itself,  but  an  unjust  dis- 
crimination between  this  complainant  and  other  persons,  its 
rivals  and  competitors  in  business,  as  well  as  a  denial  to  him 
of  equal  facilities  as  to  the  receiving,  forwarding  and  deliver- 
ing of  property  to  and  from  its  line  and  the  line  connected 
therewith  as  aforesaid,  which  it  accords  to  other  persons^ 
and  that  such  unreasonable,  unjust  and  discriminating  order 
has  never  been  revoked  or  modified  and  is  now  being 
enforced. 

5.  That  as  an  illustration  of  the  unjust  and  unreasonable 
treatment  of  the  complainant  and  as  showing  the  discrimina- 
tion of  which  complaint  is  here  made  and  the  denial  of  the 
same  and  equal  facilities  accorded  to  others,  the  complainant 
shows  that  previous  to  said  29th  day  of  September,  two  car- 
loads of  coal  had  been  consigned  to  the  complainant  from 
Spring  Yalloy  in  the  State  of  Illinois,  and  passed  over  the 
line  of  the  defendant's  road  to  Janesville  aforesaid,  arriving 
there  on  that  day,  but  the  defendant  refused  to  deliver  these 
cars  to  the  Chicago,  Milwaukee  &  St.  Paul  Railway  Com- 
pany for  transfer  to  the  complainant's  sheds  unless  the  com- 
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plainant  would  make  the  contract  ias  to  demurrage  as  above 
set  forth,  which  the  complainant  refused  to  do,  and  the 
defendant  retained  the  property,  and  now  has  it  in  its  pos- 
session. 

Prayer :  That  the  defendant  may  be  ordered  to  cease  and 
desist  from  its  said  discrimination  against  the  complainant 
and  be  required  to  furnish,  without  requiring  any  unreason- 
able agreement  on  the  part  of  the  complainant,  the  same  and 
equal  facilities  as  to  the  receiving,  forwarding  and  delivering 
of  property  consigned  to  him  that  it  accords  to  other  persons 
by  whom  it  may  be  employed  to  transfer  property  under 
substantially  similar  circumstances  and  to  make  reparation 
to  the  complainant  for  the  injury  which  it  may  be  found  to 
have  done  to  the  complainant. 

In  paragraphs  1,  2  and  3  of  the  answer  the  defendant 
admits  the  facts  stated  in  paragraphs  1,  2  and  8  of  the  com- 
plaint, except  that  it  denies  that  there  is  any  express 
arrangement  about  the  interchange  of  traffic,  as  stated  in 
said  paragraph  3. 

As  to  the  facts  stated  in  paragraph  4  of  the  complaint,  it 
denies  the  refusal  to  the  petitioner  of  the  same  and  equal 
facilities  as  therein  alleged,  but  admits  that  it  did  refuse,  on 
the  said  29th  day  of  September,  to  transfer  the  two  carloads 
of  coal  as  therein  alleged  unless  the  complainant  would 
promise  to  pay  the  ic&ual  aiid  customary  charges  for  deten- 
tion of  the  cars  after  forty-eight  hours,  the  same  as  was 
charged  to  all  other  shippers  and  consignees;  and,  fur- 
ther answering  this  part  of  the  petition,  says  that  a  short 
time  prior  to  the  said  29th  day  of  September  the  defendant 
transported  to  Janesville  some  cars  loaded  with  stone,  which 
were  placed  under  the  direction  of  complainant  on  the  team 
tracks  of  the  complainant,  to  be  unloaded  by  him  according 
to  the  custom  in  such  cases,  and  that  he  neglected  to  unload 
them  within  the  forty-eight  hours,  and  thereby  detained 
them  beyond  that  time,  and  refused  to  pay  demurrage  for 
such  detention ;  and  thereupon  notice  was  given  to  him  that 
no  cars  w^ith  freight  consigned  to  him  would  be  switched  to 
the  St.  Paul  Railway  for  delivery  to  him  at  his  sheds,  on  the 
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line  of  the  company,  until  he  would  promise  to  pay  the  usual 
rates  for  the  detention  of  cars  for  a  longer  period  of  time 
than  forty-eight  hours,  and  that  when  these  two  carloads 
of  coal  arrived,  which  the  complainant  requested  should 
be  switched  to  the  St.  Paul  Bailway  for  delivery,  he  was 
informed  by  the  agent  of  the  defendant  that  unless  he  would 
promise  to  pay  for  the  use  of  said  cars  after  forty-eight 
hours,  in  case  they  should  be  detained  for  a  longer  period 
than  that,  that  the  cars  would  not  be  switched  to  the  St.  Paul 
Railway,  and  the  complainant  refused  to  make  any  such 
promise,  but  asserted  that  he  would  not  pay  any  charges  for 
demurrage  or  detention  of  any  cars  at  any  time ;  whereupon 
the  agent  of  the  defendant  caused  the  said  two  cars  of  coal 
to  be  switched  on  to  the  team  tracks  of  the  defendant,  for 
the  petitioner  to  unload,  which  was  the  place  where,  accord- 
ing to  the  uses  and  customs  prevailing  in  business  of  this 
defendant,  cars  loaded  with  freight  and  consigned  to  Janes- 
ville  were  placed,  but  the  complainant  refused  to  unload  the 
same,  and  after  they  had  been  standing  there  for  seventeen 
days  the  defendant  by  its  employes  unloaded  the  coal  and 
stored  it  for  the  use  of  the  petitioner ;  and  in  further  answer 
the  defendant  sets  forth  the  fact  in  respect  to  the  custom  of 
charging  demurrage  for  detention  of  cars,  and  the  necessity 
for  such  regulation  in  order  to  secure  speedy  return  of  cars 
to  traffic  and  thereby  accommodate  the  public  and  shippers. 
The  defendant  further  denies  any  discrimination  against  the 
petitioner,  and  any  liability  to  pay  for  the  detention  of  the  cars. 

In  addition  to  those  facts  averred  in  the  complaint  and 
admitted  in  the  answer,  it  further  appeared  as  follows :  ^ 

The  roads  operating  in  the  section  of  the  country  in  which 
the  shipment  occurred  have  organized  an  association  called 
the  Wisconsin  and  Michigan  Car  Service  Association,  for  the 
purpose  of  keeping  the  various  car  mileage  accounts  between 
tlie  several  roads,  and  also  with  authority  to  establish  such 
rules  as  may  be  necessary  to  ensure  the  speedy  unloading 
and  return  of  cars.  With  this  latter  object  in  view  the  Car 
Service  Association  issued  instructions  to  the  agents  of  the 
roads  to  charge  demurrage  for  ears  detained  by  shippers  for 
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more  than  forty-eight  hours  after  notice  that  they  were  in 
position  for  unloading ;  of  this  regulation  the  complainant 
was  made  aware  before  the  controversy  arose  in  regard  to 
the  two  cars  of  coal  above  mentioned. 

The  bill  of  lading  upon  which  this  coal  was  shipped  con- 
tained this  clause : 

*'  Ail  carload  freight  shall  be  subject  to  a  minimum  charge  for  trackage 
and  rental  of  $1  per  car  for  each  24  hours  detention  or  fractional  part  there- 
of, after  the  expiration  of  48  hours  from  its  arrival  at  destination." 

Such  provisions  in  the  bill  of  lading  or  established  as  a 
general  regulation  by  car  service  associations  for  the  purpose 
of  preventing  delay  or  unreasonable  detention  of  cars  from 
service,  have  been  held  in  some  recent  cases  in  the  courts  to 
be  reasonable ;  but,  whether  reasonable  as  a  general  regula- 
tion or  as  to  any  particular  shipment  or  detention,  we  are  not 
asked  to  determine  in  this  case,  because  the  reasonableness 
of  the  clause  in  this  bill  of  lading  and  of  the  general  regula- 
tion of  this  Car  Association  are  not  called  into  question  in 
this  particular  shipment. 

Previous  to  the  arrival  of  the  two  cars  of  coal  at  Janes- 
vibe,  consigned  to  the  complainant  on  the  29th  day  of  Sep- 
tember, 1890,  two  carloads  of  stone  had  been  delivered  to  the 
side-track  of  the  complainant,  and  were  not  wholly  unloaded 
by  him  within  the  forty-eight  hours*  limit,  and  demurrage 
was  demanded,  which  he  refused  to  pay.  This  fact  was 
reported  by  Mr.  Eaynous,  who  was  the  local  agent  of  the 
defendant  at  that  place,  to  Mr.  Butterworth,  the  manager  of 
the  Car  Service  Association,  and  he  instructed  Mr.  Eaynous 
to  serve  a  notice  upon  the  complainant  in  respect  to  the  turn- 
ing over  of  cars  to  the  St.  Paul  road  to  be  switched  to  the 
complainant's  yard ;  and  thereupon  Mr.  Eaynous,  on  the  22d 
of  September,  1890,  wrote  a  letter  to  the  complainant,  the 
bodv  of  which  is  as  follows : 

"  I  am  requested  by  Mr.  F.  A.  Butterworth,  Manager  of 
the  Wisconsin  and  Michigan  Car  Service  Association,  to 
notify  you  that  until  such  time  as  you  will  agree  to  pay  all 
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car  service  charges  that  may  accrue,  no  cars  will  be  switched 
to  the  C,  M.  &  St.  P.  road  for  you." 

On  the  29th  day  of  September,  being  a  few  days  subse- 
quent to  this  letter,  the  two  carloads  of  coal  having  arrived, 
complainant  had  a  conversatipn  with  Mr,  Raynous  in  regard 
to  the  delivery  of  the  same.  Both  these  parties  agree  in 
their  testimony  that  the  complainant  requested  that  the  cars 
be  switched  to  the  St.  Paul  road  and  to  his  side-track  thereon 
at  his  yards  for  unloading  by  him.  There  was  further  con- 
versation at  different  times  during  the  three  days,  Septem- 
ber 29,  30,  and  October  1st,  between  the  complainant  and 
Mr.  Eaynous  and  Mr.  Raynous'  clerks,  part  of  which  was  by 
telephone,  in  respect  to  the  payment  of  demurrage  on  those 
carloads  of  coal. 

At  the  close  of  the  testimony  on  the  hearing,  counsel  for 
the  complainant  made  this  statement :  "  I  do  not  think  it 
necessary  to  argue  this  case  because  it  is  very  simple ;  it 
arises  over  refusal  of  Mr.  Macloon  to  agree  in  advance  as  to 
what  he  would  do.  The  company  wanted  him  to  promise  in 
advance  to  pay  the  demurrage  and  he  would  not  do  that,  and 
the  company  would  not  deliver  the  cars." 

Thereupon  counsel  for  the  defendant  said :  "  I  cannot 
quite  agree  with  that  statement.  The  Commission  under- 
stands our  position.  We  understood  that  this  man  would 
not  pay  demurrage  under  any  circumstances.  Now,  if  he  is 
willing  to  pay  them  there  is  no  controversy." 

The  complainant  then  paid  the  freight  and  said  he  was 
ready  to  pay  the  charges  for  the  switching  which  he  request- 
ed. Mr.  Raynous  said  that  he  understood  that  the  com- 
plainant would  not  agree  but  refused  to  pay  any  demurrage. 
The  complainant  testified  in  substance  that  he  did  not  refuse 
to  pay  any  demurrage.  The  point  of  difference  between  them 
was  the  chiim  on  one  hand  that  the  complainant  refused  to 
pay  any  doniurrago  under  any  circumstances,  and  on  the 
other  that  he  would  not  promise  in  advance  to  pay  demur- 
rage that  might  bo  charged,  regardless  of  whether  it  was  a 
just  charge  or  was  h^gally  enforceable  under  the  contract  of 
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shipment  or  rules  of  the  Car  Service  Association.  We  think 
it  probable  that  Mr.  Baynous  understood  the  refusal  to  be  as 
broad  as  the  defendant  claimed,  and  that  it  was  also  prob- 
.  able  he  did  not  intend  to  be  understood  as  exacting  a  prom- 
ise to  pay  other  than  just  and  legally  enforceable  charges^ 
but  we  think  and  find  that  the  complainant  did  understand 
that  this  exaction  was  a  condition  precedent  for  switching  the 
cars  as  requested,  viz.,  a  promise  to  pay  any  charges  that 
might  be  made,  and  that  he  was  so  warranted  from  what  was 
said,  taken  in  connection  with  the  notice  previously  received. 
A  promise  to  pay  what  was  legally  enforceable  was  of  no 
additional  value  to  the  existing  legal  obligation ;  therefore^ 
the  complainant  would  naturally  infer  that  Mr.  Raynous  was 
seeking  a  promise  of  something  in  addition,  and  the  lan- 
guage of  Mr.  Baynous,  under  the  circumstances,  seems  to  us 
to  warrant  this  inference.  Such  exaction  as  we  find  was 
made  was  unreasonable  and  did  not  justify  the  refusal  to 
switch  the  cars.  No  question  is  made  but  that  the  complain- 
ant was  financially  responsible  and  known  to  be  such  by  the 
other  party.  We  fail  to  find  that  there  was  any  intention  to 
discriminate  against  the  complainant  or  to  exact  demurrage 
charges  that  were  unjust ;  but  we  find  that  the  complainant 
was  justified  in  understanding  the  exaction  as  he  did  and  was 
therefore  warranted  in  refusing  to  comply  therewith.  It  is 
not  claimed  in  behalf  of  the  defendant  that  any  other  dealer 
in  coal  in  Janesville,  or  indeed  shipper  of  any  kind  of  mer- 
chandise was  subject  to  the  exaction  which  we  find  was  made 
of  the  complainant.  The  case  therefore  comes  under  the 
prohibition  of  tne  third  section,  which  forbids  the  subjection 
of  any  particular  person,  company,  firm,  corporation  or  local- 
ity, or  any  particular  discription  of  trafiic  to  any  undue  or 
unreasonable  prejudice  or  disadvantage  in  any  respect  what- 
soever. It  is  agreed  that  the  cars  were  not  switched  as 
requested  and  that  the  defendant  still  has  possession  of  the 
coal.  The  complainant  claimed  reparation  in  his  complaint 
but  did  not  make  proof  of  the  amount  of  the  damage  which 
resulted  to  him  by  the  failure  of  the  defendant  in  its  duty. 
Has  he  a  right  to  have  this  claim  passed  upon  by  the  Com- 
mission?    The  same  question   has  been  pressed  upon  the 
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attention  of  the  Commission  in  other  cases  pending  at  the 
same  time  with  this  case. 

The  provisions  of  the  8th,  9th,  13th,  14th  and  15th  sections 
of  the  Act  to  regulate  commerce  seem  clearly  to  indicate  the 
intention  of  Congress  that  the  Commission  should  investigate 
and  report  upon  the  question  of  reparation  to  complainants 
for  damage  sustained  by  the  carrier's  illegal  conduct  in  the 
past,  as  well  as  upon  the  mere  naked  question  of  a  violation 
of  the  law. 

But  an  attentive  consideration  of  the  16th  section  as  it  orig- 
inally stood,  and  which  was  intended  to  provide  machinery 
for  enforcing  the  orders  of  the  Commission  shows  that  no 
provision  was  made  for  enforcing  its  order  in  the  matter  of 
reparation  for  past  damages.  This  conclusion  results  from 
the  fact  that  proceedings  to  enforce  the  Commission's  orders 
were  by  the  terms  of  the  section  confined  to  the  equity  side 
of  the  Court,  and  contemplated  the  use  of  injunctive  process 
alone;  whereas,  if  the  confirmation  of  the  Commissioner's 
award  of  past  damages  had  been  the  object  in  view,  provision 
doubtless  would  have  been  made  for  proceedings  on  the  law 
side  of  the  Court  and  for  an  ordinary  judgment  and  execution 
as  in  actions  at  law. 

Besides  this,  it  seems  clear  that  where  in  any  case  the  sole 
question  involved  is  one  of  reparation  for  past  damages,  a 
constitutional  right  to  jury  trial  exists,  and  the  16th  section 
failed  to  provide  for  jury  trial  in  any  case  whatever. 

Cosiderations  of  this  character  were  adverted  to  by  the  Com- 
mission in  its  First  Annual  Beport  in  the  following  lan- 
guage : 

'*  In  none  of  the  cases  so  far  decided  by  the  Commission  has  it  felt  called 
upon  to  order  reparation  to  be  made  for  past  injury.  Most  of  the  cases  were 
such  as  to  present  no  case  for  reparation — they  looked  only  to  the  establish- 
ment for  a  rule  for  the  future.  Some  complaints,  however,  were  evidently 
made  in  the  expectation  that  the  Commission  might  proceed  to  give  dama- 
ges upon  a  grievance  that  would  support  an  action  on  the  common  law  side 
of  the  Fe(l*»ral  eoiirt.  The  Commission,  when  such  complaints  have  been 
brought  to  a  hearing,  has  not  discovered  In  the  statute  a  purpose  to  confer 
upon  it  the  general  ])ower  to  award  damages  in  the  cases  of  which  it  may 
take  cognizane(\  Tht»  faihire  to  provide*  in  terms  lor  a  judgment  and  exe- 
cution is  strong  negative  testimony  against  such  a  purpose;  but  what  is  per- 
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hape  more  conclusive  is  that  the  act  must  be  so  construed  as  to  harmonize 
with  the  seventh  amendment  to  the  Federal  Constitution,  which  preserves 
the  right  of  trial  by  jury  in  common  law  suits/' 

In  the  case  of  Councill  v.  Bailroad  Co.,  1  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  p. 
339,  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  638,  decided  December  3,  1887,  the 
complainant  alleged  that  he  had  been  subjected  to  unreason- 
able prejudice  and  unjust  discrimination,  and  claimed  before 
the  Commission  large  money  damages  for  injuries  done  him. 
The  Commission  found  that  he  had  been  subjected  to  un- 
reasonable prejudice  and  unjust  discrimination  as  alleged, 
and  ordered  the  carrier  to  cease  and  desist  therefrom.  But 
the  Commission  declined  to  go  into  the  question  of  damages 
to  the  complainant,  saying :  "  Under  the  seventh  amendment 
to  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States,  the  defendant  in  any 
case  at  common  law  is  entitled  to  a  jury  trial.  This  claim  in  its 
nature  is  an  action  of  trespass,  and  therefore  presents  such  a 
case*     ... 

In  the  case  of  Heck  &  Petree  v.  Railroad,  decided  Febru- 
ary 15,  1888,  1  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  p.  495.,  1  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  775, 
complaints  charge  that  defendants  unjustly  discriminated 
against  them  by  refusing  to  haul  their  coal,  and  prayed  that 
their  rights  as  shippers  of  coal  might  be  secured  by  the  order 
of  the  Commission,  and  that  large  pecuniary  damages  be 
awarded  them  for  losses  sustained  by  the  defendant's  refusal 
to  ship  their  coal.  The  defendants  were  ordered  by  the 
Commission  to  receive  and  forward  complainant's  coal  when 
offered  for  transportation,  but  as  stated  in  the  opinion :  "  The 
claim  for  pecuniary  damages  made  by  the  complainants  was 
not  entertained  on  the  hearing  because  it  presents  a  case  at 
common  law  in  which  the  defendants  are  entitled  to  a  jury 
trial." 

In  the  case  of  Riddle,  Dean  &  Co.  v.  Railroad,  decided 
February  23,  1888,  1  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  594,  1  Inters.  Com.  Rep. 
787,  the  defendants  were  adjudged  to  have  violated  the  Act 
in  refusing  to  furnish  cars  for  the  transportation  of  com- 
plainant's coal ;  but  it  was  said  in  the  opinion  :  "  The  Com- 
mission has  repeatedly  held  that*  it  can  make  no  award  of 
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damages  in  a  case  like  the  present  for  the  reason  that  the 
defendants  are  entitled  to  have  the  amount  assessed  by  a  jury." 

By  Act  of  March  2,  1889,  the  16th  section  was  so  amended 
as  to  provide  in  cases  involving  the  right  to  jury  trial  for 
proceedings  to  enforce  the  Commission's  orders  on  the  law 
side  of  the  Court,  and  for  a  trial  and  judgment  as  at  common 
law.  The  correctness  of  the  position  taken  by  the  Commis- 
sion as  above  explained  was  thus  recognized  by  Congress, 
and  the  obstacle  in  the  way  of  the  Commission's  recommend- 
ing reparation  for  past  damages  to  complainants  was  removed. 
But  this  Act  expressly  provided  that  it  should  have  no  appli- 
cation to  proceedings  pending  before  the  Commission  at  the 
time  of  its  passage. 

In  the  case  of  Rawson  v.  Eailroad  Co.,  decided  November 
13,  1889,  3  I  C.  C.  Eep.  p.  266,  2  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  626,  the 
decision  was  rendered  after  the  amendment  of  the  16th  sec- 
tion above  referred  to,  but  the  case  had  been  pending  at  the 
date  of  the  passage  of  that  amendment.  The  petitioner  had 
prayed  the  Commission  to  award  him  reparation  for  past 
damages,  but  this  was  refused,  the  portion  of  the  opinion 
relating  to  that  question  being  as  follows : 

"  As  to  the  reparation  claimed,  prior  to  the  amendment  of 
the  16th  section  of  the  Act  to  regulate  commerce  of  March  2, 
1889,  we  held  in  several  cases,  that  as  the  statute  provided 
for  no  trial  by  jury  in  the  courts  to  enforce  our  awards  in 
controversies  such  as  were  triable  at  common  law,  and  where 
more  than  twenty  dollars  was  involved,  we  could  award  no 
reparation  in  consequence  of  the  provisions  of  the  seventh 
amendment  to  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States.  The 
amendment  of  the  statute  of  March  2, 1889,  was  made  to  cover 
this  feature  of  the  statute,  but  the  amendment  expressly  pro- 
vides that  it  shall  have  no  reference  to  proceedings  pending 
at  the  time  the  amendment  was  adopted ;  and  this  proceed- 
ing was  pending  at  that  time.  The  amendment  to  this  effect 
is  found  in  the  proviso  in  section  22  of  the  statute  as  amended, 
and  is  in  the  following  language :  "  Provided  that  no  pending 
litigation  shall  in  any  way  be  affected  by  this  Act.  The  stat- 
ute, therefore,  leaves  the  petitioner  to  enforce  his  claim  for 
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reparation  in  the  courts  as  he  may  be  advised,  and  accord- 
ingly this  petition  is  dismissed  without  prejudice." 

In  the  most  of  the  complaints  brought  before  the  Commis- 
sion since  the  amendment  of  the  16th  section,  as  described 
above,  the  question  of  reparation  for  past  damages  has  not 
been  involved.  In  some  cases  where  that  question  was 
involved,  its  determination  seemed  so  peculiarly  appropriate 
for  a  jury  that  the  Commission  did  not  consider  it,  deeming 
it  best  for  all  parties  that  the  question  of  the  amount  of  dam- 
ages should  be  settled  by  a  jury  in  the  regular  courts. 

It  has,  however,  since  been  held  by  the  Circuit  Court  of  the 
United  States  for  the  Western  District  of  Pennsylvania,  in 
the  case  of  Biddle,  Dean  &  Co.  v.  Railroad,  that  where  the 
question  of  reparation  for  past  damages  has  been  submitted 
to  the  Commission,  it  can  not  be  subsequently  made  the  sub- 
ject of  a  suit  in  court  even  though  the  Commission  has 
expressly  declined  to  pass  upon  it.  A  like  opinion  has  been 
intimated  by  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the 
Southern  District  of  Iowa. 

Although  regulation  for  alleged  violations  of  some  of  the 
provisions  of  the  first  four  sections  of  the  Act  to  regulate 
commerce  is  the  principal  and  important  remedy  sought  in 
most  complaints,  yet  reparation  in  many  cases  is  not  an  unim- 
portant incident.  Therefore,  so  long  as  these  rulings  of  the 
courts  last  mentioned  stand  as  the  law  (and  we  now  intend 
no  intimation  that  they  are  not  sound)  it  seems  to  us  a  plain 
duty  to  complainants  to  pass  upon  the  question  of  reparation 
for  past  damages  whenever  a  claim  is  made  therefor.  Indeed 
it  seems  to  us  to  rise  above  mere  discretion  and  become  an 
imperative  duty;  otherwise  the  dual  remedy  which  Congress 
seemed  to  contemplate  in  a  single  proceeding  would  be 
defeated,  and  even  more,  one  of  the  remedies  is  lost  under 
an  application  of  the  somewhat  technical  doctrine  of  the  elec- 
tion of  remedies  operating  in  contravention  at  least  of  the 
spirit  of  the  enactment  as  well  as  the  demands  of  justice. 

Owing  however  to  the  fact  that  the  proof  as  to  the  extent 
of  damages  is  inadequate,  as  above  suggested,  the  case  would 
have  to  be  held  for  further  proof  on  the  point  oefore  a  recom- 
mendation could  be  made  thereon. 
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There  seems  to  be  no  necessity  for  any  order  on  the  point 
of  discrimination  or  failure  to  furnish  equal  facilities  as 
prayed  for  in  the  complaint,  as  it  is  found  that  this  is  the 
only  instance  wherein  the  defendant  has  refused  to  switch 
the  cars  and  that  this  instance  arose  apparently  from  a  mis> 
understanding.  We  also  think  the  matter  of  reparation  is 
one  the  parties  are  likely  to  adjust,  and  we  will  therefore  hold 
the  case  without  an  order  for  the  present.  If  notice  that  the 
question  of  reparation  is  adjusted  is  received,  the  petition 
will  be  dismissed. 
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CHARLES  P.  PERRY  v.  THE  FLORIDA  CENTRAL  & 
PENINSULAR  RAILROAD  COMPANY;  THE 
SAVANNAH,  FLORIDA  &  WESTERN  RAILWAY 
COMPANY;  THE  CHARLESTON  &  SAVANNAH 
RAILWAY  COMPANY;  THE  NORTHEASTERN 
RAILROAD  COMPANY  OF  SOUTH  CAROLINA; 
THE  WILMINGTON,  COLUMBIA  &  AUGUSTA 
RAILROAD  COMPANY;  THE  WILMINGTON  & 
WELDON  RAILROAD  COMPANY;  THE  SEA- 
BOARD &  ROANOKE  RAILROAD  COMPANY; 
THE  PETERSBURG  RAILROAD  COMPANY;  THE 
RICHMOND  &  PETERSBURG  RAILROAD  COM- 
PANY ;  THE  RICHMOND,  FREDERICKSBURG  & 
POTOMAC  RAILROAD  COMPANY ;  THE  ALEX- 
ANDRIA &  FREDERICKSBURG  RAILWAY  COM- 
PANY; THE  ALEXANDRIA  &  WASHINGTON 
RAILWAY  COMPANY;  THE  BALTIMORE  & 
POTOMAC  RAILROAD  COMPANY;  THE  PHILA- 
DELPHIA, WILMINGTON  &  BALTIMORE  RAIL- 
ROAD COMPANY;  THE  PENNSYLVANIA  RAIL- 
ROAD COMPANY,  COMPRISING  THE  ATLAN- 
TIC COAST  DESPATCH  LINE. 


Complaint  filed  January  5th,  1891. — Answers  filed  January  30th  to  February 
19th,  1891.— Hearing  had  Marcli  31st  and  April  Ist,  1891.— Additional 
t<?stimony  filed  July  17th,  1891.— Briefs  filed  September  19th  to  October 
30th.  1891.— Decided  January  38th,  1892. 


The  Act  to  regulate  commerce  expressly  requires  that  transportation 
charges  shall  be  reasonable,  and  empowers  the  Commission  to  enforce 
its  provisions.  Wherever  the  power  of  enforcing  reasonable  rates 
exists  there  must  also  exist  the  power  to  ascertain  what  is  reasonable. 
The  Commission  is  not  restricted  to  finding  that  an  existing  rate  is 
unreasonable  and  forbidding  its  continuance,  but  has  the  further 
authority  to  ascertain,  order  and  enforce  a  rate  that  is  reasonable.    The 
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power  to  determine  and  declare  what  is  a  maximum  reasonable  rate 
also  results  from  those  provisions  of  the  Act  which  require  the  Com- 
mission to  determine  what  reparation,  if  any,  should  be  made  by  car- 
riers to  parties  injured  by  their  violations  of  law,  and  in  cases  of  unrea- 
sonable rates  the  measure  of  reparation  due  to  such  a  party  is  the 
difference  between  the  rate  actually  charged  and  the  reasonable  rate 
which  should  have  been  charged. 

2.  Divisions  of  a  joint  rate  among  the  carriers  are  sometimes  inquired  into 
for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining,  from  the  divisions,  whether  a  rate 
unreasonable  in  itself  may  not  be  traced  to  the  inequality  of  such 
divisions. 

8.  The  possible  influence  of  water  competition  upon  rates  for  the  transport- 
ation of  oranges  and  the  non-existence  of  such  competition  in  the  car- 
riage of  berries,  because  the  latter  cannot  be  caiTied  by  water  in  any 
considerable  quantities,  does  not  authorize  defendants  to  take  advan- 
tage of  the  situation  and  charge  unreasonable  rates  on  berries. 

4.  Rates  on  interstate  shipments  from  points  on  the  initial  carrier's  line 
were  shown  to  be  greater  for  the  shorter  distance  from  Lawtey  than  for 
the  longer  distance  over  the  same  line  in  the  same  direction  from 
Gainesville,  and  defendants  were  ordered  to  bring  their  rates  from  Law- 
tey and  other  points  in  that  territory  in  conformity  with  the  provisions 
of  the  4th  section  of  the  Act  to  regulate  commerce.  The  fact  that  the 
initial  carrier's  line  joins  its  connecting  line  at  both  Callahan  and 
Gainesville  and  that  traffic  from  Lawtey,  an  intermediate  station,  may 
be  routed  through  Gainesville,  the  longer  distance  point,  does  not 
authorize  defendants  to  charge  the  higher  rate  from  Lawtey  when  the 
traffic  from  that  point  and  from  Gainesville  is  in  fact  routed  through 
Callahan. 

6.  Carriers  should  not  treat  shipments  of  traffic  intended  to  be  continuous 
between  interstate  points  as  consisting  of  two  kinds  of  service  independ- 
ent of  each  other,  the  one  to  or  from  a  so-called  basing  or  competitive 
point  on  a  through  rate,  and  the  other  between  the  basing  or  competi- 
tive point  and  a  so-called  local  or  intermediate  point  on  a  local  rate. 
Re  Tariffs  and  Classifications  of  Atlanta  &  West  Point  R.  Co.  et  al.,  3 1. 
C.  C.  Rep.  46;  2  Int^^rs.  Com.  Rep.  461:  and  Hamilton  &  Brown  v. 
Chat.,  Rome  &  Col.  R.  Co.  et  a/.,  4  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  686;  8  Inters.  Com. 
Rep.  482,  cited  and  affirmed. 

6.  Circumstances  and  conditions  which  affect  the  question  of  reasonable 
rates  on  strawberries  from  points  in  Florida  to  New  York  City,  includ- 
ing such  chanicteristics  of  the  traffic  and  its  transportation  as  volume, 
weight,  bulk,  value,  perishability,  risk,  or.pense  of  handling  and  quick 
carrliige  in  porlshablo  freight  trains,  and  return  of  empty  cars,  stated 
and  coinpannl  with  thoso  surnniiullng  the  transf)ortation  of  oranges  and 
other  tniHU'  carrlinl  by  dt^ftMulunt  hi  the  same  trains.  Upon  the  facts 
appoiulng  In  this  caso,  llrhf,  thnt  dofondantjii'  rates  for  services  rendered 
in  nvolvln^j.  forwanilug  by  thoir  perishable  freight  trains,  and  deliver- 
ing strawberries   friMu   Florida   points  to   New  York  City  should  not 
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exceed  $3.33  per  hundred  pounds  or  $1.66^  per  crate  of  fifty  pounds 
from  Callahan,  Fla.,  to  New  York,  and  from  Lawtey,  Hammock  Ridge, 
and  other  stations  more  distant  from  New  York  than  Callahan*,  the  total 
through  rates  should  not  be  unreasonably  in  excess  of  the  charge  from 
Callahan,  and  should  be  filed  with  the  Commission  and  published 
according  to  law. 

7.  Where  claim  for  reparation  is  made  in  a  complaint  of  unreasonable  rates 
the  burden  of  proof  is  on  complainant  to  show  the  facts  connected  with 
the  claim,  and  when  these  facts  have  not  been  sufficiently  brought  out 
to  enable  the  Commission  to  justly  determine  what  reparation  is  due  to 
the  complainant  in  such  c&sea  it  will  decline  to  award  reparation. 

S.  If  defendants'  rates  on  strawberries  had  been  so  excessive  and  unjust  as 
to  have  rendered  complainant's  crop  valueless  to  pick  and  market,  it 
would  not  entitle  him  to  reparation  for  loss  thereby  sustained,  because 
such  damages  would  be  too  speculative,  uncertain  and  remote. 

Charles  P,  Perry ^  for  complainant. 

J,  A.  Henderson,  for  Florida  Central  &  Peninsular  B.  R. 
Co. 

R,  G,  Erwin  and  John  E.  HartridgCy  for  Savannah,  Florida 
k  Western  Railway  Co.  and  Charleston  &  Savannah  Rail- 
way Co. 

\V.  G.  Elliott,  for  Northeastern  R.  R.  Co.  of  S.  C,  Wil- 
mington, Columbia  &  Augusta  R.  R.  Co.,  Wilmington  & 
Weldon  R.  R.  Co.,  Petersburg  R.  R.  Co.,  and  Richmond  & 
Petersburg  R.  R.  Co. 

L.  li.  Watts,  for  Seaboard  &  Roanoke  R.  R.  Co 

James  A,  Logan,  for  Alexandria  &  Fredericksburg  R'y  Co., 
Alexandria  &  Wasliington  R'y  Co.,  Baltimore  &  Potomac  R. 
R.  Co.,  Philadelphia,  Wilmington  &  Baltimore  R.  R.  Co., 
Pennsylvania  R.  R.  Co.,  and  Richmond,  Fredericksburg  & 
Potomac  R.  R.  Co. 

REPORT   AND   OPINION   OF  THE  COMMISSION. 

Veazey,  Commissioner: 

The  complainant  is  a  fruit  and  vegetable  grower  at  Ham- 
mock Ridge,  Florida,  and  the  defendants,  with  a  single 
exception,  are  the  various  railroad  companies  operating  an 
"  all-rail  "  line  of  transportation,  from  Florida  points  to  the 
City  of  New  York,  known  as  the  Atlantic  Coast  Despatch 
Line. 
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The  complaint  is  directed  solely  to  the  rate  of  five  dollars 
per  hundred  pounds,  charged  by  the  defendants  for  the 
transportation  of  strawberries  from  Hammock  Bidge  afore- 
said, to  the  City  of  New  York,  this  rate  being  alleged  to  be 
"  unlawful,  extortionate  and  unauthorized,"  and  to  the  rate 
on  the  same  commodity  from  Lawtey  in  Bradford  county, 
which  is  said  to  be  in  violation  of  the  fourth  section  of  the 
Act,  in  that  the  tariff  rate  is  greater  from  that  point  to  New 
York,  than  from  Gainesville,  which  is  32  miles  farther  dis- 
tant. 

The  complainant  averred  that  the  tariff  charged  was  pro- 
hibitive of  the  business  of  raising  strawberries  in  Florida  for 
the  New  York  markets. 

In  the  complaint  as  originally  filed,  it  was  alleged  that  the 
defendants  operated  the  line,  under  "  a  common  control,  or 
management  for  continuous  carriage  or  shipment,"  but  on 
the  7th  of  February  last,  the  complainant  moved  to  amend, 
by  striking  out  the  words,  "control  or  management,"  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof,  the  words,  "  control,  management  or 
arrangement ;  "  this  motion  was  allowed  on  the  16th  of  that 
month,  and  the  defendants  were  severally  notified  thereof 
immediately  afterwards. 

The  Charleston  &  Savannah  Bailway  Company,  and  the 
Savannah,  Florida  &  Western  Bailway  Company  filed  their 
joint  answer  on  the  30th  of  January;  the  Washington  South- 
ern Bailway  Company  as  successor  of  the  Alexandria  & 
Fredericksburg  Bailway  Company  and  the  Alexandria  & 
Washington  Bailway  Company,  the  Baltimore  &  Potomac 
Bailroad  Company,  the  Philadelphia,  Wilmington  &  Balti- 
more Bailroad  Company  and  the  Pennsylvania  Bailroad 
Company  filed  their  joint  answer  on  the  day  last  named;  the 
Bichmond,  Fredericksburg  &  Potomac  Bailroad  Company 
filed  its  answer  on  the  31st  of  that  month, 'the  Seaboard  & 
Boanoke  Bailroad  Company  filed  its  answer  on  the  2d  of 
February,  the  Northeastern  Bailroad  Company  of  South 
Carolina,  the  Wilmington,  Columbia  &  Augusta  Bailroad 
Company,  the  Wilmington  &  Weldon  Bailroad  Company,  the 
Petersburg  Bailroad  Company,  the  Bichmond  &  Petersburg 
Bailroad  Company,  filed  their  joint  answer  on  the  5th   of 
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February,  and  the  Florida  Central  &  Peninsular  Bailroad 
Company  filed  its  answer  on  the  19th  of  February. 

All  the  answers,  in  varying  phraseology,  denied  that  they 
were  engaged  in  the  business  **  under  a  common  control  and 
management,"  which  was  the  allegation  of  the  complaint  at 
the  time  the  answers  were  filed;  none  of  the  defendants, 
however,  since  the  incorporation  of  the  amendment  of  Feb- 
ruary 16th,  as  above  set  forth,  have  filed  supplemental 
answers,  so  that  it  may  be  well  assumed  that  the  defendants 
concede  that  the  business  is  done  under  a  common  "  arrange- 
ment" for  a  continuous  carriage  or  shipment.  Boston  Fruit 
&  Produce  Exchange  v,  P.  R.  E.  Co.  et  aL,  4  I.  C.  C.  Eep. 
664;  3  Inters.  Com.  Eep.  493. 

It  is  unnecessary  to  set  forth  the  answers  of  the  defend- 
ants, for  they  may  be  summed  up  as  specifically  traversing 
the  allegations  of  the  complaint,  with  the  exception  of  the 
charge  as  to  the  greater  freight  rates  from  Lawtey  than  from 
Gainesville  in  respect  to  which  the  F.  C.  &  P.  E.  E.  Com- 
pany in  its  answer,  in  explanation  of  the  freight  from  Law- 
tey, says  that,  so  far  as  that  company  is  concerned,  the  rates 
are  made  by  charging  its  local  rates  from  Lawtey  to  Calla- 
han, Jacksonville  and  other  junctional  points,  from  which 
through  rates  are  made  by  its  connections  to  New  York,  and 
other  markets,  and  that  the  rates  from  Gainesville  are  dic- 
tated by  the  Savannah,  Florida  &  Western  Eailway  Com- 
pany and  its  connections. 

The  last  named  company  in  its  answer  says  that  the  alle- 
gation in  regard  to  the  comparative  Lawtey  and  Gainesville 
rates,  does  not  relate  to  any  matter  over  which  the  company 
has  any  control  and  is  irrelevant  and  therefore  does  not  call 
for  an  admission  or  denial. 

The  Seaboard  &  Eoanoke  Eailroad  Company  denies  in  its 
answer  that  it  is  engaged  in  the  transportation  of  passengers 
and  property  wholly  by  railroad  between  Hammock,  Florida, 
and  New  York,  or  that  it  received  any  portion  or  share  of 
the  freight  charged  and  paid  on  the  shipments  referred  to  in 
the  complaint.  This  is  found  to  be  the  fact,  and  as  to  this 
defendant  the  complaint  must  be  dismissed. 

There  are  five  lines  of  transportation  between  the  south- 
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eastern  and  northeastern  sections  of  the  country.  Three  of 
these,  the  Mallory  Line,  the  Clyde  Line  and  the  Ocean 
Steamship  Company's  Line,  are  carriers  by  water  from 
points  on  the  coast,  reaching  the  interior  by  traffic  contracts 
or  arrangements  with  the  railroads.  One  of  the  lines  is 
formed  by  a  combination  of  railroads  to  Portsmouth,  Vir- 
ginia, and  thence  by  water,  or  partly  rail  and  partly  water  to 
the  northeast,  and  is  known  as  the  Atlantic  Coast  Line.  The 
other  line  is  that  which  is  made  up  by  agreement  between 
the  defendants  in  this  proceeding,  except  the  Seaboard  & 
Boanoke  Bailroad  Company,  and  is  an  "all-rail"  route,, 
known  as  the  "Atlantic  Coast  Despatch  Line." 

On  the  question  of  the  reasonableness  of  the  rate  on 
strawberries  from  Florida  points  to  New  York,  the  material 
facts  established  by  the  testimony  are  as  follows : 

The  rate  sheets  of  the  defendants  on  file  with  the  Commis- 
sion  show  that  the  charge  per  crate  of  32  quarts  from  Calla- 
han to  New  York,  was  in  the  year  1890,  $2.01,  or  a  little  less 
than  6  3-10  cts.  per  quart,  and  a  number  of  expense  bills 
paid  and  accounts  of  sales  rendered  by  New  York  commis- 
sion merchants  during  that  year,  which  were  put  in  evidence 
by  the  complainants,  prove  that  this  was  the  amount  actually 
paid.  On  March  22,  1891,  this  rate  was  advanced  to  $2.35 
per  crate,  or  about  7J  cents  per  quart.  Some  of  the  wit- 
nesses for  complainant  testified  that  the  freight  charges  to 
New  York  had  never  been  less  than  10  cents  per  quart,  but 
in  this  they  were  obviously  mistaken,  at  least  as  to  the  years 
1890  and  1891.  The  error  doubtless  arose  from  including  in 
the  statement  certain  items  of  expense  for  which  the  defend- 
ants were  not  responsible. 

The  very  unsatisfactory  situation  in  which  the  parties  left 
the  evidence  submitted  at  the  hearing  as  to  the  rates  actually 
charged  from  the  different  points,  has  made  it  very  difficult 
from  that  testimony  alone  to  arrive  at  a  certain  conclusion 
as  to  just  what  the  rates  in  effect  at  the  time  of  the  hearing 
were.  The  rates  have  been  frequently  changed  and  the 
Florida  Central  &  Peninsular  Eailroad  Company,  although 
forming  with  the  other  defendants  a  through  line,  have  not 
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filed  their  tariffs  as  required  by  section  six  of  the  Act.  There 
was  some  confusion  in  the  testimony  of  the  witnesses,  par- 
ticularly that  in  regard  to  the  rates;  some  had  been  with- 
drawn, but  were  testified  to  as  being  in  effect.  However,  it 
did  appear  from  the  testimony  that  the  rates  from  Lawtey 
were  50  cents  per  crate  greater  than  from  Callahan.  The 
files  of  the  Commission  show  the  rates  from  Callahan  and 
Gainesville,  and  from  those  files  and  the  testimony  above 
referred  to,  the  following  table  is  made  up,  showing  the  rates 
per  crate  from  the  different  stations  to  New  York : 

Jan.  28,  '91,       Mch.  22,  '91,       Apl.  18,  '91, 
From         1890.  to  to  to 

Feb.    5,  '91.       Apl.  18,  '91.  date. 

Callahan 2.01  1.66^  2.35  2.01 

Lawtey 2.51  2.16^  2.85  2.51 

Gainesville ....  2.21  1.83^  2.55  2.21 

From  the  foregoing  table  it  will  be  seen  that  no  rate  is 
given  for  the  time  between  February  5th,  1891,  and  March 
22d  of  that  year.  This  happens  because  on  the  fifth  of  Feb- 
ruary the  rates  were  withdrawn,  and  in  such  a  way  that  it 
would  seem  that  the  intention  was  to  restore  the  rates  which 
were  in  force  during  1890,  but  it  is  unnecessary  for  present 
purposes  to  determine  the  question. 

Callahan  is  one  of  the  junction  points  of  the  Savannah, 
Florida  &  Western  Railway  with  the  Florida  Central  & 
Peninsular  Railroad.  It  is  situated  56  miles  from  Waycross, 
which  is  the  junction  point  of  the  branch  roads  which  lead 
from  Callahan  and  Gainesville.  Lawtey  is  a  station  on  the 
Florida  Central  &  Peninsular  road,  39  miles  southwest  of 
Callahan  and  32  miles  northeast  of  Gainesville.  Hammock 
Ridge  is  a  station  on  the  same  road  five  miles  southwest  of 
Gainesville. 

Callahan  is  a  so-called  "basing  point,"  and  the  rate  from 
that  place  to  New  York  on  berries  was  when  the  complaint 
was  filed  and  now  is  $2.01,  as  above  stated,  per  crate  of  50 
pounds.  The  rate  from  Lawtey  is  $2.51  per  crate.  The  rate 
from  Gainesville  is  $2.21  and  seems  generally  to  have  been 
20  cents  per  crate  greater  than  the  rate  from  Callahan,  and 
30  cents  less  than  the  rate  from  Lawtey.     There  is  nothing 
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on  file  with  the  Commission  to  show  what  the  rates  are  or 
have  been  from  Hammock  Kidge,  but  from  one  of  the  Exhib- 
its filed  in  the  case,  it  appears  that  at  the  time  of  certain 
shipments  the  rate  charged  from  Hammock  Ridge  was  the 
same  as  from  Lawtey. 

It  would  be  more  satisfactory  to  have  had  these  points 
definitely  proved,  but  in  view  of  the  practical  concessions 
stated,  it  is  not  indispensable  to  the  determination  of  the 
question  under  consideration. 

This  case  was  heard  in  connection  with  another  case  in 
which  the  complaint  was  directed  against  the  rate  on  straw- 
berries over  defendants'  lines  from  Callahan  to  New  York, 
and  it  was  understood  at  the  hearing  and  so  stated  by  the 
Commission,  that  the  testimony  taken  would  be  considered 
in  either  case  as  far  as  applicable.  Callahan  is,  as  above 
stated,  a  basing  point  under  the  defendants'  system  of  charg- 
ing local  rates  from  some  points,  such  as  Hammock  Kidge 
and  Lawtey,  to  a  basing  point,  such  as  Callahan  or  Gaines- 
ville, and  from  thence  a  through  rate  to  destination.  In 
view  of  the  fact  that  local  rates  from  so-called  local  points  in 
Florida  are  not  distinctly  brought  out  in  the  evidence,  and  of 
the  further  fact  that  the  force  of  the  testimony  was  centered 
upon  the  rate  from  Callahan,  on  account  of  the  complaint  in 
the  other  case  and  of  defendants'  system  of  rate-making  to 
and  from  basing  points  as  particularly  shown  in  this  case,  it 
is  necessary  to  the  proper  disposition  of  this  case  to  find  the 
facts  in  regard  to  the  transportation  from  Callahan  to  New 
York. 

In  addition  to  the  foregoing  rates  charged  by  the  defend- 
ants, the  other  expenses  of  shipping  and  marketing  are  the 
refrigerator  charges  hereafter  explained,  of  69  cents  per 
crate,  or  a  little  over  two  cents  per  quart,  commissions  for 
selling  of  10  per  cent,  on  gross  sales,  and  a  small  amount  for 
cartage.  According  to  the  estimates  of  the  only  witness  who 
testified  on  that  point,  the  aggregate  cost  of  the  production 
and  the  packing  and  picking  of  the  berries,  including  crates, 
and  the  freight  charges  for  sending  them  to  the  New  York 
market  (exclusive  of  commissions),  is  about  15  cents  per 
quart. 
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It  is  impossible  to  make  a  reliable  finding  upon  the  evi- 
dence as  to  the  average  price  obtained  for  Florida  strawber- 
ries in  the  New  York  market.  In  the  early  part  of  the 
season,  50  cents  per  quart  is  not  infrequently  realized.  And 
in  some  special  cases  it  would  seem  that  even  higher  figures 
are  secured ;  but  later  in  the  year,  when  berries  come  in  from 
Charleston  and  places  still  further  north,  the  price  falls  rap- 
idly and  soon  reaches  a  point  which  forbids  profitable  ship- 
ments at  present  rates.  Several  accounts  of  sales  in  the 
evidence,  in  the  months  of  February  and  March,  1890,  show 
prices  ranging  from  14  to  30  cents  per  quart ;  one  sale  in 
April,  1890,  in  New  York  at  16^  cents,  and  one  in  Philadel- 
phia the  same  month  at  10  cents.  The  evidence  however 
tends  to  show  that  better  figures  than  these  are  usually 
obtained  in  the  months  of  Februjiry  and  March,  although  the 
testimony  on  this  branch  of  the  case  is  very  unsatisfactory. 

The  strawberries  in  question  are  shipped  in  crates,  each 
having  an  estimated  weight  of  50  pounds  and  containing  32 
quart  packages.  Early  in  the  season,  while  the  weather 
remains  cool,  a  few  are  shipped  by  express,  but  the  highly 
perishable  nature  of  the  commodity  requires  special  means 
for  its  preservation  during  transit  which  the  railroad  compa- 
nies  do  not  themselves  furnish. 

The  common  practice  now  is  for  certain  refrigerator  car 
companies  to  furnish  to  the  growers  cars  specially  prepared 
for  the  shipment  of  strawberries  to  the  northern  market. 
The  refrigerator  company  makes  a  charge  to  the  shipper  of 
69  cents  per  crate  (requiring  a  minimum  load  of  100  crates) 
which  covers  the  use  of  the  car,  the  necessary  ice,  and  need- 
ful attention  to  the  fruit  during  the  journey.  The  agreement 
between  the  refrigerator  company  and  the  railroads  is  that 
the  former  undertakes  to  furnish  not  less  than  100  crates  of 
berries  in  each  car,  while  the  latter  pay  the  usual  mileage  of 
J  of  a  cent  a  mile  each  way  for  the  use  of  the  car.  Occasion- 
ally as  many  as  300  crates  are  carried  in  a  refrigerator  car, 
but  the  average  number  is  a  little  less  than  200,  or  about  4^ 
tons  of  paying  freight  to  the  car.  The  average  load  of  other 
freight  over  the  same  lines  is  a  little  less  than  ten  tons  per 
car,  that  of  oranges  being  19,000  pounds,  or  9^  tons.     The 
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refrigerator  cars  being  adapted  to  this  special  service  only, 
do  not  take  return  loads. 

The  distance  from  Callahan  to  New  York  is  a  little  x)ver 
1,000  miles.  At  the  charge  of  $80.40  per  ton,  in  1890,  the  rate 
per  ton  per  mile,  would  be  about  8  cents,  while  at  the  charge 
of  $94.00  per  ton,  in  force  during  a  portion  of  1891,  the 
rate  per  ton  per  mile,  would  be  9.4  cents.  The  strawberry 
cars,  however,  carry  not  more  than  one-half  of  the  average 
load  of  a  freight  car,  and,  almost  without  exception,  are 
returned  empty.  As  the  average  load  of  berries  the  past  sea- 
son was  only  4^  tons,  the  average  amount  received  per  car  at 
the  $2.35  rate  (exclusive  of  refrigeration  and  other  expenses 
paid  by  the  shipper  to  the  refrigerator  company),  was  $423.00, 
out  of  which  the  railroads  paid  for  the  mileage  of  the  cars, 
for  the  round  trip  about  $16.00,  leaving  a  net  income  for  the 
carload  of  about  $407.00.  But  as  the  mileage  is  in  effect 
doubled  by  the  return  haul  of  the  empty  cars,  at  an  expense 
nearly  as  great  as  if  they  were  loaded,  a  fair  comparison  with 
revenue  from  other  traffic,  where  cars  are  not  returned  empty, 
would  show  a  rate  per  ton  per  mile,  on  strawberries,  one-half 
the  figures  above  given,  though  still  considerably  in  excess  of 
the  average  receipts  of  these  lines  from  their  general  freight 
business.  The  fact  of  the  cars  returning  empty,  applies 
also  to  all  of  the  perishable  freight,  carried  in  the  special 
trains  furnished  by  the  defendants  for  the  Florida  business, 
where  the  transportation  is  "all-rail"  as  in  the  case  of  straw- 
berries, fruit,  oranges,  vegetables  and  other  perishable  arti- 
cles, which  are  carried  northward  on  the  so-called  perishable 
freight  trains.  The  through  rate  in  question  does  not  appear 
to  be  divided  between  the  different  roads  on  the  mileage 
basis ;  but  this  is  not  material  in  this  case.  The  divisions  of 
rate  among  carriers  are  sometimes  inquired  into,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  ascertaining  from  the  divisions  whether  a  rate  unrea- 
sonable in  itself  may  not  be  traced  to  the  inequality  of  such 
divisions. 

The  risk  to  the  carrier  in  the  strawberry  traffic  is  very  great. 
They  are  shipped  "released";  that  is  to  say,  the  contract 
between  the  carriers  and  the  shippers  is  to  the  effect  that  the 
shipper  released  the  carrier  from  the  payment  of  damages,  if 
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the  shipments  fail  to  arrive  at  destination  in  good  order,  but 
the  courts  have  very  generally  interpreted  such  contracts  as 
meaning  that  the  shipper  makes  his  contract  upon  the  assump- 
tion that  the  service  will  not  be  performed  negligently,  and  have 
therefore  held  the  carriers  to  the  payment  of  damages  where 
the  loss  occurred  through  their  negligence.  In  the  case  of 
strawberries,  when  an  accident  occurs  causing  the  wreck  of 
a  car,  the  loss  from  the  character  of  the  property  is  larger 
and  with  less  salvage  than  in  the  case  of  most  other  perisha- 
ble freight.  Hence  the  risk  of  the  shipment  is  greater  as  to 
strawberries  than  other  fiuit. 

The  volume  of  the  strawberry  business  is  very  small  in  com- 
parison with  other  freight.  In  1891,the  total  number  of  cars  pas- 
sing over  the  Atlantic  Coast  Despatch  Line, was  only  23  cars,and 
the  average  load  only  195  crates.  The  entire  revenue  of  the 
carriers  from  this  traflSc  is  inconsiderable,  and  in  view  of  its 
limited  amount,  and  the  exceptional  risk  and  attending 
expense,  its  transportation  is  claimed  by  the  carriers  as  of 
doubtful  desirability,  even  at  the  present  rates. 

The  freight  rate  on  a  carload  of  oranges,  consisting  of  nine 
tons  and  a  half  from  the  so-called  basing  points  in  Florida^ 
among  which  points  is  Callahan,  has  been  about  $130.00,  and 
in  the  orange  as  in  the  strawberry  traffic  the  cars  are  generally 
returned  empty,  especially  those  on  the  perishable  freight 
train ;  the  exception  being  that  on  the  line  of  the  Savannah, 
Florida  &  Western  road,  which  has  an  extensive  business 
from  Savannah  to  Florida  points,  many  cars  which  come  from 
northern  points  to  Savannah  without  loads  are  there  loaded 
for  south-bound  business. 

The  carriers  collect  from  the  shippers  69  cents  per  crate 
over  and  above  the  charges  for  transportation  proper,  which 
is  paid  over  by  the  carrier  to  the  Eefrigerator  Car  Company, 
together  with  three-fourths  of  a  cent  a  mile  each  way  for  the 
use  of  the  cars,  that  being  the  same  amount  which  the  carri- 
ers pay  to  other  carriers  and  companies  when  they  use  any 
ether  than  their  own  cars ;  from  this  it  appears  that  the  car- 
service  costs  the  carriers  the  same  amount  for  strawberries  as 
for  oranges,  tlie  extra  attention  and  the  refrigeration,  which 
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the  former  require,  being  practically  paid  by  the  shipper  to 
the  Refrigerator  Car  Company. 

By  the  all-rail  route,  the  one  which  is  under  consideration 
in  this  case,  there  is  given  to  certain  kinds  of  traffic  a  special 
service.  It  all  comes  under  the  class  of  "  perishable  freight." 
It  includes  oranges,  berries,  peaches  and  other  fruits  and 
vegetables,  and  all  that  class  of  commodities  which  require 
special  care,  attention  and  expedition  on  the  part  of  the  car- 
riers ;  and  upon  the  Atlantic  Coast  Despatch  Line,  which  per- 
forms the  service  from  Callahan  to  New  York,  the  special 
train,  is  known  as  "  the  perishable  freight  train,"  and  has  a 
quickened  schedule,  taking  oranges,  which  do  not  require 
refrigeration,  in  the  same  trains  with  the  other  commodities 
which  do  require  refrigeration,  and  other  attention  during 
the  transit.  Besides  the  differenciB  as  to  refrigeration  and 
so  forth,  above  alluded  to,  oranges  and  some  of  the  other  per- 
ishable aiiicles  can  be  handled  on  trucks,  at  the  junction  and 
terminal  points,  while  berries  have  tp  be  loaded  and  unloaded 
by  hand.  In  this  case  it  was  shown  that  the  berry  traffic  was 
given  a  different  service  over  the  line  of  the  Florida  Central 
&  Peninsular  Railroad,  is  being  carried  on  cars  attached  to 
the  regular  passenger  trains  to  Callahan,  where  the  cars  were 
turned  over  to  the  roads  which  make  the  northern  connec- 
tions. In  all  other  respects  than  those  mentioned,  the  ser- 
vice as  to  oranges  and  strawberries,  when  carried  in  the  same 
trains,  is  identical ;  but  there  are  some  surrounding  condi- 
tions, independent  of  the  actual  service  performed,  which 
should  be  taken  into  account  in  the  making  of  a  reasonable 
rate.  An  expeditious  service  is  absolutely  necessary  to  the 
berry  traffic ;  this  is  not  so  necessary  in  the  case  of  oranges, 
which  not  only  may  be,  but  frequently  are  carried  by  water, 
as  they  can  be  kept  for  a  much  longer  time,  only  requiring 
proper  ventilation.  The  orange  traffic  from  Florida  to  the 
northern  cities  amounts  to  many  thousand  carloads,  and  so 
far  as  the  traffic  to  New  York  is  concerned,  could  be  taken 
from  the  coast  by  water  to  that  city,  and  undoubtedly  would 
be  so  taken,  if  there  was  a  great  disproportion  between  the 
rail  and  water  rates.  The  orange  traffic  is  therefore  eon- 
ducted  in  face  of  a  possible  competition  which  may  have 
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had  influence  in  making  the  orange  rate.  .But  this  cannot 
be  said  of  berries  because  they  cannot  be  taken  in  any  con- 
siderable quantities  by  water.  This  fact,  however,  does  not 
warrant  the  defendants  to  take  advantage  of  the  situation, 
and  make  unreasonable  rates  for  the  transportation  of  ber- 
ries. It  in  a  measure,  however,  meets  the  argument  which  is 
made  by  comparing  the  orange  with  the  berry  rate,  other 
than  that  it  may  be  presumed  that  the  orange  business  is  not 
transacted  at  a  loss. 

The  volume  of  the  traflSc  is  an  element  usually  and  prop- 
erly taken  into  account  in  the  making  of  a  rate ;  in  this 
instance,  however,  it  is  somewhat  lessened  in  importance  by 
the  fact  that  both  oranges  and  strawberries  are  taken  in  the 
same  "perishable  freight  train,"  because  the  actual  cost  of 
hauling  one  car  is  substantially  the  same  in  the  case  of  ber- 
ries and  oranges,  and  the  extra  expense  of  loading  and 
unloading  the  berries,  over  the  same  weight  of  oranges, 
above  alluded  to,  is  somewhat  modified  by  the  fact,  when  the 
rate  is  considered  as  to  a  carload  of  each,  that  there  is  but 
half  the  number  of  tons  in  a  carload  of  berries  as  in  a  car- 
load of  oranges. 

It  is  upon  these  facts  that  the  question  is  to  be  determined 
whether  the  present  rate  on  strawberries  between  the  points 
named  is  excessive  as  alleged,  and  to  what  extent. 

Notwithstanding  the  Commission  has  held  from  the  time 
of  its  organization  to  the  present  time  that  the  statute 
requires  it  to  ascertain  and  determine  what  the  reasonable 
maximum  rate  is  on  a  complaint  alleging  violation  by  reason 
of  excessive  freight  charges,  yet  some  carriers  continue  to 
deny  the  soundness  of  this  view  of  the  law.  But  under  the 
renewed  presentation  of  their  argument  it  still  seems  plain 
to  us  that  regardless  of  where  the  general  power  to  establish 
rates  may  be  lodged,  the  ascertainment  of  a  reasonable  rate, 
where  extortion  is  charged,  necessarily  involves  the  determi- 
nation of  how  much  the  existing  rate  is  in  excess  of  what  is 
reasonable. 

Wherever,  therefore,  the  power  of  enforcing  reasonable 
rates  exists  there  must  also  exist  the  power  to  ascertain  what 
is  reasonable. 
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The .  Act  to  regulate  commerce  expressly  requires  that 
rates  shall  be  reasonable.  The  Commission  is  in  terms 
required  "to  enforce  the  provisions  of  the  Act."  In  other 
words  the  Commission's  power  and  consequently  its  duty  is 
to  enforce  reasonable  rates.  It  is  not,  of  course,  asserted 
that  the  Act  confers  on  the  Commission  the  general  power  to 
prescribe  the  traffic  charges  of  carriers  subject  to  its  provis- 
ions. The  general  scope  of  the  Act,  as  well  as  its  specific 
provisions  as  to  complaints  to,  and  investigations  and  reports 
by,  the  Commission,  forbid  such  an  interpretation.  But 
where  complaint  is  made  to  the  Commission,  or  a  specific 
inquiry  is  instituted  by  it,  on  its  own  motion,  and  it  is  found 
after  due  notice,  hearing  and  investigation  that  an  existing 
rate  is  unreasonable,  the  Commission  is  not  restricted  simply 
to  finding  that  fact,  and  forbidding  the  carrier  to  continue  to 
charge  the  existing  rate ;  but  it  may  go  further  and  enforce  a 
reasonable  rate.  That  is,  the  Commission  may,  in  such  case, 
by  clear  implication  from  the  language  of  the  law,  put  in 
force  a  reasonable  rate.  Before  it  can  do  that  it  must  neces- 
sarily determine  what  the  reasonable  rate  is. 

Not  only  does  this  appear  to  be  a  necessary  inference 
from  the  express  provisions  of  the  statute,  but  the  practical 
difficulty  arising  from  any  other  construction  leads  almost 
irresistibly  to  the  same  conclusion.  This  was  fully  shown 
by  the  Commission  in  the  case  of  Coxe  v.  The  Lehigh  Valley 
Kailroad,  and  a  brief  re-statement  of  the  argument  there  used 
may  not  be  out  of  place  here.  The  contrary  view  assumes 
that  the  Commission,  if  it  find  an  existing  rate  to  be  unrea- 
sonably high,  should  simply  so  notify  the  carrier,  and  order 
a  reduction  of  the  rate,  without  specifying  to  what  extent. 
Any  reduction  would  be  a  compliance  with  this  order,  and 
yet  it  might  fall  entirely  short  of  what  the  circumstances 
demand.  The  result  must  be  a  renewal  of  the  controversy 
before  the  Commission  on  the  very  same  lines,  with  a  repeti- 
tion of  the  proceeding,  time  after  time,  until  a  reduction  sat- 
isfactory to  the  Commission  is  arrived  at. 

The  Commission  could,  in  the  meantime,  have  determined 
on  the  first  hearing,  just  as  well  as  on  the  last,  what  would 
be  a  reasonable  rate ;  and  it  cannot  be  supposed  that  Con- 
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gress  intended  such  an  absurdity  as  that  the  Commission 
should  keep  its  lips  sealed  upon  this  vital  question,  involv- 
ing parties  in  repeated  and  otherwise  unnecessary  litigation 
before  it. 

The  power  of  the  Commission  to  ascertain  and  declare 
what  is  a  maximum  reasonable  rate,  in  case  of  a  complaint 
charging  unreasonableness,  also  results  from  those  provis- 
ions of  the  Act  requiring  the  Commission  to  determine  what 
reparation,  if  any,  should  be  made  by  the  carrier  to  any 
party  injured  by  their  violation  of  the  law.  The  violation 
may  consist  in  charging  unreasonably  high  rates ;  and  the 
measure  of  reparation  due  to  a  party  is  the  difference 
between  the  rate  actually  charged  and  the  reasonable  rate 
which  should  have  been  charged. 

The  Commission  in  order  to  determine  the  amount  of 
reparation  to  be  made  in  such  a  case  must  necessarily  first 
determine  what  is  a  reasonable  rate.  The  views  of  the  Com- 
mission on  the  question  of  its  duty  as  to  reparation  are 
stated  in  the  recent  case  of  Macloon  v.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R. 
Co.,  5  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  84 ;  3  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  711. 

It  has  therefore  been  the  unvarying  practice  of  the  Com- 
mission to  fix  reasonable  rates,  where  on  the  hearing  of  a 
case  the  circumstances  seem  to  call  for  such  action,  or  at 
least  to  determine  the  rate  any  charge  in  excess  of  which 
would  be  unreasonable. 

Among  the  cases  to  this  effect  are  the  following : 

Evans  v.  Railway,  1  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  325 ;  1  Inters.  Com.  Rep. 
641 ;  Farrer  v.  Railway,  1  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  480 ;  1  Inters.  Com. 
Rep.  764;  Nicolai  v.  Railroad,  2  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  131 ;  2  Inters. 
Com.  Rep.  78 ;  N.  O.  Cotton  Exchange  v.  Railway,  2  I.  C.  C. 
Rep.  375 ;  2  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  289;  James  &  Abbott  v.  Rail- 
way, 3  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  225 ;  2  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  609 ;  McMor- 
ran  &  Co.  v.  Railroad  Co.,  3  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  253;  2  Inters.  Com. 
Rep.  604;  N.  O.  Cotton  Exchange  v.  Railroad  Cos.,  3  I.  C.  C. 
Rep.  535;  2  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  777;  Food  Products  Cases,  4 
I.  C.  C.  Rep.  48,  116;  3  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  151 ;  Harvard  Co. 
V.  Railroad  Co.,  4  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  213 ;  3  Inters.  Cora.  Rep.  257; 
Coxe    Bros,  v.  Railroad    Co.,  4   T.  C.  C.  Rep.  535;   3    Inters. 
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Com.  Rep.  460 ;  Delaware  State  Grange  v,  Bailroad  Co.,  4  I. 
C.  C.  Eep.  588 ;  3  Inters.  Com.  Eep.  552 ;  Boston  Fruit  Ex- 
change  v.  Railroad  Co.,  4  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  665 ;  3  Inters.  Com. 
Rep.  493. 

As  above  stated  the  average  receipts  per  car  on  strawber- 
ries, not  deducting  the  car  mileage,  was,  at  the  time  of  the 
hearing,  $423  between  Callahan  and  New  York.  At  the  rate 
complained  of  and  now  in  force,  $2.01  per  crate,  the  amount 
per  carload  is  $361.80.  The  average  on  oranges,  same  train, 
was  $130,  at  the  time  of  the  hearing  of  the  case.  We  might 
well  assume  that  the  orange  rate  was  reasonably  profitable, 
because  it  was  the  result  of  a  raise  of  ten  cents  a  box,  made 
about  two  years  ago  on  a  rate  that  had  been  in  existence 
about  four  years.  Besides,  the  orange  rate  was  under  inves- 
tigation at  the  same  time  with  the  strawberry  rate  and  the 
Commission  found  it  was  excessive  and  ordered  a  reduction 
of  five  cents  per  box,  bringing  the  rate  of  an  average  carload 
to  about  $120.  Therefore  the  actual  profit  to  the  carrier  on 
an  average  carload  of  strawberries  which  made  the  trip  with- 
out mishap  would  be  whatever  there  was  of  profit  in  an 
orange  car  rate  with  the  addition  of  the  entire  excess  of  the 
strawberry  rate  over  the  orange  rate,  deducting  the  extra 
expense  in  drawing  the  strawberry  car  on  the  passenger 
train  on  the  F.  C.  &  P.  Railroad,  a  distance  of  39  miles,  and 
in  handling  the  strawberry  crates  by  hand  instead  of  on 
trucks  at  junction  and  terminal  points.  If  the  cost  of  haul- 
ing the  orange  car  and  handling  the  fruit  from  Callahan, 
which  may  well  be  taken  for  illustration,  is  something  less 
than  $130,  the  cost  of  hauling  the  strawberry  car  and  hand- 
ling the  fruit  is  no  more,  ciioept  in  the  respects  just  stated,  so 
that  the  excess  of  the  berry  rate  over  the  orange  rate  would 
be  noarly,  if  not  wholly,  profit. 

But  there  are  many  other  considerations  than  mere  cost  of 
drawing  the  car  to  be  noted  in  aniving  at  a  just  rate  for 
strawberries.  This  train  gave  a  much  quicker  service,  which 
undoubtedly  was  of  some  advantage  to  the  orange  trade,  but 
was  not  so  essential,  as  in  the  case  of  berries,  on  the  score  of 
the  perishable  character  of  the  fruit.  Possibly  the  train 
could  not  have  been  maintained  without  utilizing  it  for  the 
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orange  traffic,  on  account  of  insufficiency  of  other  traffic. 
Service  like  that  obtained  by  the  perishable  freight  train  was 
and  is  a  necessity  to  the  growers  of  perishable  fruit  and  veg- 
etables of  Florida  in  order  for  them  to  reach  the  northern 
markets  with  such  products.  It  requires  speed,  special  train 
service,  rights  of  way  over  other  trains,  extraordinary  termi- 
nal and  junction  facilities.  These  are  supplied  at  large 
expense.  Such  train  interrupts  and  interferes  with  the  ordi- 
nary and  regular  business  of  the  carriers.  The  service  is 
special  in  all  respects. 

The  matters  of  difference  that  should  increase  the  rate  on 
berries  over  oranges  may  be  briefly  summarized  thus : 

« 

The  expense  of  handling  berries  at  junction  or  terminal 
points,  berries  not  being  handled  with  trucks,  as  are  oranges. 

Allowance  for  hauling  the  berry  cars  on  the  passenger 
trains  on  line  of  the  F.  C.  &  P.  Eailroad. 

Extra  dead  weight  of  refrigerator  cars  when  loaded  with 
berries  instead  of  oranges,  owing  to  the  fact  that  an  average 
berry  load  is  only  half  an  orange  load. 

Extra  risk  of  loss  in  case  of  accident  arising  from  negli- 
gence of  carrier. 

Less  value  of  the  oranges. 

Less  volume  of  the  berry  traffic. 

Only  one-half  the  weight  of  the  average  carload  of  oranges 
makes  an  average  carload  of  berries. 

There  are  other  matters  not  incident  to  the  expense  of 
hauling  the  trains  which  should  be  taken  into  account. 

Apparently,  oranges  can  go  by  water  or  ordinary  trains, 
although  at  some  disadvantage  as  compared  with  this  special 
train.  About  the  only  peculiar  feature  of  orange  transporta- 
tion is  ventilation ;  berries  must  go  by  fast  train. 

Oranges  do  not  require  refrigeration,  but  refrigeration  is 
indispensable  in  the  berry  traffic. 

The  matters  in  common  are : 

The  same  train  service  from  Callahan,  and  other  basing 
points,  in  Florida. 
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The  same  terminal  and  other  facilities  which  are  provided 
for  oranges,  berries  and  all  perishable  freight. 

In  the  classification  of  the  defendants'  roads  constituting 
the  Coast  Despatch  Line,  berries  are  specified  as  first-class. 
The  rate  on  ordinary  trains  for  first-class  freight  from  Calla- 
han to  New  York  appears  to  be  $1.36^  per  hundred  pounds ; 
the  tariffs  on  file  with  the  Commission  do  not  give  the  rate 
on  north-bound  first-class  freight,  but  do  give  the  rate 
above  stated  for  south-bound  freight  from  New  York  to  that 
point.  In  the  case  under  consideration  the  traflSc  really  rep- 
resents a  double  movement  of  cars,  and  for  purposes  of  com- 
parison, it  is  a  matter  of  indifference  whether  the  berry  rate 
is  compared  with  the  north-bound  or  south-bound  rate.  In 
the  absence  of  proof  to  the  contrary  they  may  be  assumed  to 
be  the  same.  The  extra  cost  to  the  railroad  companies  for 
the  special  service  given  on  the  perishable  freight  train,  ovet 
that  of  an  ordinary  freight  train,  including  all  the  expenses 
of  different  kinds  above  set  forth,  is  very  imperfectly  shown. 
Certain  facts  are  proven  with  distinctness,  all  are  not  so,  and 
many  of  them  are  so  meagerly  set  forth  in  the  testimony, 
that  an  estimate  of  a  just  maximum  rate  is  liable  to  be  imper- 
fect. Owing  to  the  double  mileage  above  explained  the  rate 
may  well  be  approximately  double  the  first-class.  The  othei 
facts  found  warrant  a  rate  of  something  more  than  the  double 
first-class ;  and,  upon  the  case  as  it  stands  upon  the  evidence 
we  think  the  rate  voluntarily  put  into  effect  by  the  carriers 
on  January  28th,  1891,  of  $1.66^  per  crate,  from  Callahan  t(v 
New  York,  is  a  just  and  reasonable  maximum  rate.  Doub- 
ling the  first-class  rate  would  make  the  rate  $1.36^  per  crate, 
and  in  arriving  at  the  result  stated,  the  first-class  rate  is 
doubled  and  30  cents  added  thereto. 

This  would  give  to  the  carriers,  $3.35  per  hundred  weight 
from  Callahan  to  New  York,  and  from  Lawtey,  Hammock 
Ridge,  and  other  stations  more  distant  from  New  York  than 
Callahan  the  total  through  rates  should  not  be  unreasonably 
in  excess  of  the  maximum  charge  prescribed  from  Callahan, 
nor  otherwise  unlawful.  Notwithstanding  the  real  service 
bj  the  special  train  begins  at  the  so-called  basing  point,  the 
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rates  charged  are  for  through  transportation  of  strawberries 
from  points  of  shipment,  and  proper  schedules  showing  what 
these  throngh  rates  are  from  all  points  on  the  gathering  road 
in  Florida  should  be  regularly  filed  with  the  Commission 
and  published  according  to  law.  The  maximum  charges 
prescribed  are  for  the  railroad  service  proper,  and  do  not 
include  the  charge  for  refrigeration  which  is  now  paid  by  the 
shipper  at  the  rate  of  69  cents  per  crate. 

At  the  rate  of  $1.66^  cents  per  crate  the  carriers  on  an 
average  carload  of  9,000  pounds  would  receive  $299.70. 
This,  as  before  explained,  allows  the  carriers  the  full  amount 
which  they  would  charge  for  first-class  freight  making  the 
round  trip  from  Callahan  to  New  York  and  return,  besides 
adding  30  cents  per  crate  for  those  other  matters  shown 
which  increase  the  cost  of  service. 

The  conclusion  to  which  we  have  come  in  this  case  is  not 
in  conflict  with  the  recent  decision  of  the  Commission  as  to 
the  orange  traffic,  although  the  rate  we  presently  allow  is 
greater  because  of  the  distinguishing  characteristics  between 
the  berry  and  orange  traffic  as  above  shown. 

But  in  this  case,  another  question  is  raised,  namely,  the 
alleged  violation  of  the  fourth  section,  in  that  it  is  claimed 
that  the  defendants  make  a  higher  rate  from  Lawtey  to 
northern  and  northeastern  points  than  from  Gainesville, 
although  the  latter  place  is  32  miles  farther  distant. 

The  situation  of  Lawtey  has  been  stated ;  it  is  intermediate 
between  the  stations  of  Callahan  and  Gainesville  on  the  F. 
C.  &  P.  Railroad,  and  is  situated  39  miles  southwest  of  Cal- 
lahan and  32  miles  northeast  of  Gainesville. 

The  Savannah,  Florida  &  Western  Railroad  runs  from 
Gainesville  via  Waycross,  to  Savannah  and  Charleston,  and 
has  a  line  from  Waycross  to  Callahan,  66  miles  distant. 
This  railroad  has  therefore  two  junctional  points  with  the  F. 
C.  &  P.  Railroad,  to  wit,  at  Gainesville  and  Callahan. 

This  all-rail  traffic  of  the  F.  C.  &  P.  road,  destined  for 
northern  points,  is  delivered  by  that  company  to  the  S.  F.  & 
W.  road  at  Callahan. 

Traffic  from  Gainvesville  might  therefore  reach  Waycross, 
the  junction  point  of  the  branches  of  the  Savannah,  Florida 
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&  Western  Railroad  to  Gainesville  and  Callahan,  by  travers- 
ing the  line  of  that  road  between  those  points  direct,  a  dis- 
tance of  154  miles,  or  it  might  pass  through  Lawtey,  thence 
on  to  Callahan,  by  the  F.  C.  &  P.  road,  and  thence  by  the  S. 
F.  &  W.  road  to  Waycross  127  miles.  At  Gainesville,  there- 
fore, the  F.  C.  &  P.  and  the  S.  F.  &  W.  roads  are  in  compe- 
tition, while  at  Lawtey  there  is  only  a  single  railroad. 

The  present  rate  from  Callahan  (issued  April  18,  1891),  as 
has  been  stated,  is  $2.01  per  crate  of  50  pounds  to  New  York, 
and  from  Lawtey,  which  is  32  miles  nearer  New  York,  on 
freight  routed  by  way  of  CaUahan,  than  is  Gainesville,  the 
rate  is  $2.51  or  about  three-fourths  of  a  cent  a  quart  more 
on  berries  from  Lawtey  than  from  Callahan,  while  the 
tjlainesville  rate  is  30  cents  less  or  $2.21. 

The  rates  for  all  this  territory  are  made  up  in  the  manner 
common  to  all  the  territory  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Southern  Steamship  &  Railway  Association ;  that  is  to  say, 
by  making  a  rate  to  certain  places,  which  are  generally  com- 
petitive points,  and  called  basing  points,  and  for  all  other 
points,  generally  places  where  there  is  no  competition,  by 
adding  that  local  from  the  basing  point,  which  will  yield  the 
lowest  rate. 

This  method  of  making  rates  has  been  considered  by  the 
Commission  in  other  cases.  I?i  re  Tariffs  and  Classifications, 
3  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  19;  2  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  461,  and  Hamilton  & 
Brown  v.  The  C.  R.  &  C.  R.  R.  Co.  et  al.,  4  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  686; 
2  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  482.  Those  cases  point  out  that  the 
inherent  defect  in  this  method  of  making  rates  is  that  the 
carriers  treat  traffic  intended  to  be  continuous  between  inter- 
state points  as  consisting  of  two  kinds  of  service  independ- 
ent of  each  other,  the  one  to  the  basing  point  on  a  through 
rate,  and  the  other  from  the  basing  point  to  the  intermediate 
point,  on  a  local  rate. 

One  ground  of  defense  suggested  is,  that  if  the  Commis- 
sion should  order  the  defendants  to  cease  and  desist  from 
charging  a  higher  rate  from  Lawtey  than  from  Gainesville 
via  Callahan,  it  would  be  of  no  avail  to  the  Lawtey  shippers, 
because  the  F.  C.  &  P.  road  could  as  well  and  with  as  much 
profit  to  itself  cease  shipping  from  Lawtey  via  Callahan  and 
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ship  from  that  point  via  Gainesville  and  charge  the  same  rate 
via  Gainesville  that  it  now  charges  via  Callahan ;  that  it 
would  thereby  avoid  disobeying  the  order  with  no  loss  to 
itself  or  advantage  to  Lawtey  shippers.  It  is  said  that  the 
long  and  short  haul  section  of  the  statute  was  not  enacted 
to  meet  the  peculiar  situation  here  existing. 

The  prohibition  of  the  statute  is  "  greater  compensation  in 
the  aggregate  for  the  transportation  of  passengers  or  of  like 
kinds  of  property  under  substantially  similar  circumstances 
and  conditions  for  a  shorter  than  for  a  longer  distance  over  the 
same  line,  in  the  same  direction,  the  shorter  being  included 
within  the  longer  distance."  The  situation  is  that,  notwith- 
standing the  F.  C.  &  P.  road  might  send  this  traffic  from 
Gainesville  to  Waycross  by  another  road  and  without  going 
through  Lawtey  or  Callahan,  yet  it  does  in  fact  send  it  by  the 
latter  route,  and  thus  by  its  own  volition  it  brings  itself 
within  the  precise  terms  of  the  statute  by  having  thus  adopted 
a  route  which,  as  between  the  points  of  Lawtey  and  Gaines- 
ville, is  in  respect  of  rates  within  the  prohibition  of  the  stat- 
ute. It  must  while  adhering  to  the  same  be  subject  to  the 
statutory  provisions,  notwithstanding  the  road  might  adopt 
another  route  which  would  make  Lawtey  at  a  greater  distance 
than  Gainesville  from  the  point  of  destination  of  the  traffic. 

It  is  also  said  by  the  defendant,  the  F.  C.  &  P.  R.  R.  Com- 
pany, that  this  rate,  which  is  on  its  face  a  violation  of  the 
long  and  short  haul  clause  of  the  Act,  from  Gainesville  is 
"dictated"  by  the  Savannah,  Florida  &  Western  Railroad 
Company,  using  the  word  "dictated "in  a  conventional  sense, 
and  meaning  that  that  company  having  fixed  a  rate  for 
Gainesville  to  northern  points  via  Waycross,  the  Peninsular 
road  must  meet  the  rate  at  that  point  or  go  out  of  the  busi- 
ness. This  is  probably  true,  but  the  fact  does  not  excuse  the 
defendants  for  making  the  higher  rate  from  Lawtey.  The 
Act  to  regulate  commerce  "dictates,"  in  the  real  sense  of  that 
word,  that  the  rate  shall  not  be  greater  for  the  shorter  haul 
from  Lawtey  than  for  the  longer  haul  from  Gainesville.  Nor 
is  it  irrelevant  or  immaterial  to  the  question,  as  claimed  by 
the   S.,  F.  &  W.  Company,  for  that  company  participates  in 
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the  illegal  rate,  in  so  far  as  it  takes  the  freight  on  a  propor- 
tion of  the  whole  rate  from  Callahan  to  New  York ;  it  con- 
cerns that  company,  as  well  as  the  other  carriers  between 
those  points,  for  they  all  unite  in  making  the  joint  illegal 
rate. 

No  other  defense  is  interposed  as  to  the  greater  rate  from 
Lawtey,  and  the  defendants  must  be  directed  to  bring  the 
Lawtey  rate  to  a  point  where  it  shall  not  be  greater  than  the 
rate  from  Gainesville,  or  any  other  point  more  remote  from 
New  York  than  is  Lawtey. 

The  complainant  put  in  evidence  a  paper  purporting  to 
show  shipments  from  Hammock  Eidge  during  February, 
March  and  April,  1890,  of  250  crates  of  berries,  and  certain 
other  figures  appear  thereon,  as  follows:  "250x50=12,500® 
5.00    6250.00." 

The  first  item  is  "  22  crates  E.  &  P.— N.  Y." 

The  next  item  is  "  29     "      S.  B.— ." 

All  the  other  items  are  merely  number  of  crates  and  ditto 
marks  under  "  crates,"  followed  by  the  letters  "  S.  B." 

This  exhibit  cannot  be  considered  of  much  value. 

Complainant  fails  to  show  where  the  shipments  were  des- 
tined and  over  what  lines  they  were  carried.  The  computa- 
tion above  stated  may,  and  probably  does,  mean  250  crates 
of  50  pounds  each=  12,500  pounds,  charged  for  transporta- 
tion at  the  rate  of  $5.00  per  hundred  pounds,  which  amounts 
to  $625.00;  but  it  is  not  so  stated  in  the  list  put  in  evidence, 
or  otherwise  proved.  The  only  testimony  in  explanation  of 
this  paper  was  that  of  the  complainant  as  follows : 

**  I  shipped  during  the  season  of  1890,  250  crates  of  berries,  as  shown  by 
list  hereto  attached  and  marked  Exhibit  No.  3,  upon  which  I  ciaim  a  rebate 
of  four  dollars  and  twelve  cents  per  hundred  pounds,  or  two  dollars  and  six 
cents  per  crate." 

Where  claim  for  reparation  is  made  in  a  complaint  of 
unreasonable  rates,  the  burden  of  proof  is  on  the  complain- 
ant to  show  the  facts  connected  with  the  claim,  particularly 
dates,  quantities,  points  of  shipment  and  destination,  trans- 
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portation  lines,  and  charges  collected ;  and  when  in  such 
cases  these  facts  have  not  been  sufficiently  brought  out  to 
enable  the  Commission  to  justly  determine  what  reparation 
is  due  to  the  complainant  in  consequence  of  charges  found 
unreasonable,  it  will  decline  to  award  reparation.  This  rule 
is  consistent  with  the  award  of  damages  to  injured  parties 
in  the  Railroad  Commission  of  Florida  Case  (5  I.  C.  C.  Rep. 
13, 136  ;  3  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  688),  heard  at  Jacksonville  imme- 
diately before  the  hearing  of  this  case,  for  there  the  basis  of 
reparation  was  accurately  determinable.  But  this  case  fur- 
nishes no  such  guide.  The  evidence  on  this  point  being  too 
vague  to  enable  the  Commission  to  ascertain  "  what  repara- 
tion, if  any,"  is  due  to  complainant,  it  cannot  properly  make 
any  recommendation  in  regard  thereto. 

There  is  another  feature  connected  with  the  demand  for 
reparation  in  this  case.  Complainant  in  his  brief  sets  up  an 
additional  claim  for  damages  in  the  following  language : 

**  We  have  made  no  effort  to  show  the  amount  of  damages  sustained  by 
this  extortionate  rate  compelling  producers  to  allow  a  large  percentage  of 
berries  to  remain  on  the  vines  unharvested,  as  at  best  it  could  only  be  esti- 
mated. That  it  has  been  a  great  damage  cannot  be  denied.  We  think  a 
precedent  should  be  established  for  such  ca,ses  by  awarding  nominal  dam- 
ages." 

The  damages  thus  suggested  are  purely  speculative  and 
not  susceptible  of  legal  computation.  They  are  as  uncertain 
and  remote  as  though  claimed  on  the  ground  that  if  the  trans- 
portation rate  had  been  reasonable  the  complainant  would 
have  raised  a  larger  crop,  or  have  purchased  and  sold  at  a 
profit  in  northern  markets  the  crops  of  neighboring  growers. 

The  Commission  sees  no  reason  why  it  should  in  this  case 
deviate  from  the  rule  that  the  measure  of  reparation  due  to 
injured  parties  from  unreasonable  rates  is  the  diflference 
between  the  rate  actually  charged  and  the  reasonable  rate 
which  should  have  been  charged.  Tlie  request  for  further 
reparation  made  by  complainant  in  his  brief,  although  lim- 
ited to  nominal  damages,  must  therefore  be  denied. 

An  order  will  be  made  in  accordance  with  the  above  views. 
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J.  M.  RISING,  J.  L.  BROTN'JsLEE,  D.  Q.  COLE,  and 
OTHERS  V.  THE  SAVANNAH,  FLORIDA  &  WESTERN 
RAILWAY  COMPANY,  THE  CHARLESTON  &  SA- 
VANNAH RAILWAY  COMPANY,  THE  NORTH- 
EASTERN RAILROAD  COMPANY  OF  SOUTH 
CAROLINA,  THE  WILMINGTON,  COLUMBIA  & 
AUGUSTA  RAILROAD  COMPANY,  THE  WILMING- 
TON &  WELDON  RAILROAD  COMPANY,  THE 
SEABOARD  &  ROANOKE  RAILROAD  COMPANY, 
THE  PETERSBURG  RAILROAD  COMPANY,  THE 
RICHMOND  &  PETERSBURG  RAILROAD  COM- 
PANY, THE  RICHMOND,  FREDERICKSBURG  & 
POTOMAC  RAILROAD  COMPANY,  THE  ALEX- 
ANDRIA &  FREDERICKSBURG  RAILWAY  COM- 
PANY, THE  ALEXANDRIA  &  WASHINGTON 
RAILWAY  COMPANY,  THE  BALTIMORE  &  POTO- 
MAC RAILROAD  COMPANY,  THE  PHILADEL- 
PHIA, WILMINGTON  &  BALTIMORE  RAILROAD 
COMPANY,  AND  THE  PENNSYLVANIA  RAIL- 
ROAD COMPANY. 


Complaint  filed  January  21. 1891.— Answers  filed  Febroary  .l$-35, 1891.— 
Heard  at  Jacksonville,  Fla.,  March  81  to  April  1, 1891.— Briefs  filed 
August  8  to  September  28,  1891.— Decided  January  28, 1898. 


Thomas  E.  Btigg,  for  complainants. 

Ji.  G.  Erwin  and  John  E.  Ilnrtrid^e,  for  the  Savannah, 
Florida  &  Western  R'y  Co.  and  the  Charleston  &  Savannah 
R'y  Co. 

ir.  G.  Elliott,  for  the  Northeastern  R.  R.  Co.  of  S.  C,  the 
Wilmington,  Columbia  &  Angusta  R.  R.  Co.,  the  Wilmington 
&  Weldon  R.  R.  Co.,  the  Petersburg  R.  R.  Co.  and  the  Rich- 
mond <fc  Petersburg  R.  R.  Co. 
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Jainea  A,  Zogan,  for  the  Washington  Southern  R'y  Co., 
Successor  to  the  Alex.  &  Fred.  R'y  Co.  and  Alexandria  & 
Washington  B'y  Co.,  the  Baltimore  &  Potomac  R.  R.  Co.,  the 
Philadelphia,  Wilmington  &  Baltimore  R.  R.  Co.,  and  the 
Pennsylvania  R.  R.  Co. 

Ze(/h  a.  Watts,  for  the  Seaboard  &  Roanoke  R.  R.  Co. 

memorandum. 
By  the  Commission: 

The  sole  question  presented  for  determination  in  this  case 
is  the  reasonableness  of  rates  charged  by  the  defendants  for 
the  transportation  of  strawberries  from  Callahan,  Fla.,  to 
New  York  City  and  other  northern  markets.  This  question, 
so  far  as  it  relates  to  the  rate  to  New  York  City,  is  decided 
in  the  foregoing  report  and  opinion  of  the  Commission  in  the 
case  of  Charles  P.  PeiTy  against  The  Florida  Central  & 
Peninsular  Railroad  Company  and  others.  The  two  cases 
were  brought  at  about  the  same  time  against  the  same  carriers, 
with  one  exception,  and  were  also  heard  simultaneously,  with 
the  understanding  that  the  testimony  would  be  considered  in 
each  case  as  far  as  applicable.  It  follows  that  the  facts  found 
and  conclusions  stated  by  the  Commission  in  regard  to  the 
rate  on  strawberries  from  Callahan  to  New  York  in  its  decis- 
ion of  the  above-mentioned  case  of  Perry  must  necessarily 
be  the  findings  of  fact  and  conclusions  of  the  Commission 
on  that  point  in  this  case.  In  regard  to  defendant's  rates  on 
bendes  from  Callahan  to  the  other  northern  points,  it  seems 
unnecessary  to  make  any  other  ruling  than  to  direct  that  they 
must  be  lawfully  adjusted  to  the  reasonable  rate  which 
defendants  will,  upon  the  findings  of  fact  and  conclusions  of 
the  Commission  herein,  be  required  to  put  into  efiect  for  the 
transportation  of  berries  from  Callahan  to  the  city  of  New 
York. 

Order  will  be  entered  accordingly. 
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No.  293. 

MURPHY,  WASEY  &  CO.  v.  THE  WABASH  EAIL- 
ROAD  COMPANY,  THE  CHICAGO,  BURLING- 
TON &  QUINCY  RAILROAD  COMPANY,  THE 
DETROIT,  GRAND  HAVEN  &  MILWAUKEE 
RAILROAD  COMPANY,  THE  CHICAGO  &  GRAND 
TRUNK  RAILROAD  COMPANY,  THE  CHICAGO, 
MILWAUKEE  &  ST.  PAUL  RAILWAY  COMPANY, 
THE  CHICAGO,  BURLINGTON  &  KANSAS  CITY 
RAILWAY  COMPANY,  THE  CHICAGO,  ROCK 
ISLAND  AND  PACIFIC  RAILWAY  COMPANY. 


Complaint  filed  March  27,  1891.— Answers  filed  from  April  16  to  May  22, 
1891.— Heard  June  25,  1891. — Proposed  findings  for  oomplainantB  and 
briefs  filed  July  2-16,  1891.— Decided  January  30,  1892. 


1.  The  power  and  duty  of  the  Commission  to  fix  maximum  rates  In  oases  of 

complaints  against  rates  as  unjust,  excessive  and  unreasonable, 
re-affirmed. 

2.  A  carrier  should  receive  a  greater  compensation  in  the  aggregate  for 

hauling  a  carload  of  large  tonnage  than  one  of  less  tonnage,  but  other 
things  being  equal,  as  a  general  rule,  the  rate  per  cwt.  should  be  less  in 
the  former  than  in  the  latter  case. 

3.  A  rate  prescribed  for  complainants*  shipments  in  mixed  carloads  of  chair- 

stuflf,  spring  bed  and  mattress  material  all  wooden,  minimum  weight 
25,000  lbs.,  of  not  exceeding  20  cts.  per  hundred  pounds  from  Chicago 
to  Omaha  and  not  exceeding  15  cts.  per  hundred  pounds  from  Missis- 
sippi River  points  to  Omaha,  resulting  in  a  through  rate  from  Detroit 
to  Omaha  via  Chicago  of  SO  cts.  per  hundred  pounds  and  via  Missis- 
sippi River  points,  not  through  Chicago,  of  31 J  cts.  per  hundred  pounds. 

Geo.  E,  Wasey,  for  complainants. 

W.  II,  Blodgett,  for  Wab.  R.  R.  Co. 

J,  TF.  Blythe,  for  C.  B.  &  Q.  R.  R.  Co.  and  C.  B.  &  K.  C. 
R'y  Co. 

E.  W.  Meddaugh,  for  D.  G.  H.  &  M.  R'y  Co.  and  C.  &  G. 
T.  R'y  Co. 
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J.  W.  Cary,  for  C.  M.  &  St.  P.  E'y  Co. 
T.  S.  Wright,  for  C.  E.  I.  &  P.  Ky  Co. 

BEPOBT  AND   OPINION  OF  THE  COMMISSION. 

Veazey,  Commisdoner : 

The  complainants,  Murphy,  Wasey  &  Co.,  are  a  corpora- 
tion created  under  the  laws  of  Michigan  and  are  engaged  in 
the  manufacture  and  sale  of  chairs,  woven  wire  matlresses 
and  spring  beds,  having  factories  for  the  manufacture  of 
those  articles  and  conducting  said  business  at  Detroit,  Mich- 
igan, and  Omaha,  Nebraska.  The  defendants  are  common 
carriers  by  rail  engaged  in  interstate  transportation  and  sub- 
ject to  the  provisions  of  the  "Act  to  regulate  commerce." 
By  order  of  this  Commisssion  copies  of  the  complaint  in  this 
case  were  furnished  and  leave  to  intervene  granted  to  the  fol- 
lowing companies,  it  appearing  that  they  have  an  interest  in 
the  question  raised,  to  wit :  The  Burlington,  Cedar  Rapids  & 
Northern  Railway  Company;  the  Chicago,  Burlington  & 
Northern  Railroad  Company;  the  Chicago,  Burlington  & 
Kansas  City  Railway  Company ;  the  Chicago,  Iowa  &  Dakota 
Railway  Company ;  the  Chicago,  Milwaukee  &  St.  Paul  Rail- 
way Company ;  the  Chicago  &  Northwestern  Railway  Com- 
pany ;  the  Chicago,  Rock  Island  &  Pacific  Railway  Company; 
the  Chicago,  St.  Paul  &  Kansas  City  Railway  Company ;  the 
Illinois  Central  Railroad  Company;  the  Iowa  Central  Railway 
Company,  and  the  Wisconsin  Central  Company.  Leave  to 
intervene  was  also  given  to  "  any  other  common  carrier  upon 
whose  line  ship'ments  of  freight  are  carried  under  'The 
Western  Classification,'"  and  a  copy  of  the  complaint  was 
sent  to  the  Chairman  of  the  Western  Classification  Committee. 

It  appears  that  complainants  manufacture  at  and  sell  from 
Detroit  chairs,  woven  wire  mattresses  and  spring  beds,  and 
also  partially  manufacture  said  articles  at  that  point  and 
ship  them  in  an  unfinished  condition  to  Omaha  where  they 
are  finished  and  sent  to  market.  They  allege  that  **for  the 
purpose  of  conveniently  carrying  on  their  business  at  Omaha 
it  is  necessary  to  make  shipments  from  Detroit  to  Omaha  of 
chair  stock  partially  manufactured,  and  chair,  spring  bed  and 
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frame  material  in  mixed  carloads."  Shipments  from  Detroit 
to  Omaha  are  subject,  until  Chicago  and  Mississippi  River 
points  are  reached,  to  the  "Official  Classification  "  and  from 
thence  on  to  the  "Western  Classification."  No  complaint  is 
made  as  to  the  rates  exacted  of  complainants  under  the 
"Official  Classification,"  but  it  is  charged  that  the  rates 
under  the  "Western  Classification"  from  Chicago  and  Mis- 
sissippi River  points  on  to  Omaha  are  unjust  and  unreason- 
able a\id  in  violation  of  the  "Act  to  regulate  commerce."  It 
is  also  alleged  that  the  "  Western  Classification "  makes  no 
provision  for  mixed  carload  shipments  of  freight  such  as  that 
of  complainants  and  that  in  said  classification  there  is  no 
distinction  "between  chairs  completely  manufactured  and 
finished  ready  for  use  and  chair  stock  like  that  of  complain- 
ants partially  manufactured  and  unfinished." 

The  prayer  of  the  complaint  is  that  this  Commission  make 
an  order  providing  for  "  mixed  carload  shipments  of  chairs 
partially  manufactured,  and  chair,  mattress  frame  and  spring 
bed  material  or  stuff,  minimum  weight  25,000  lbs.,"  and  fix- 
ing a  reasonable  and  just  rate  for  the  transportation  of  such 
carloads.  They  claim  that  a  rate  "  not  exceeding  10  cts.  per 
hundred  weight  from  Detroit  to  Chicago,  and  not  exceeding 
15  cts.  per  hundred  weight  from  Chicago  to  Omaha,  or  a 
through  rate  of  25  cts.,  would  be  just  and  reasonable." 

Answers  have  been  filed  by  all  the  companies  originallj 
made  parties  defendant  and  also  by  the  Chicago,  Burlington 
<fe  Kansas  City  Railway  Company,  the  Chicago,  Rock  Island 
<fe  Pacific  Railway  Company,  and  the  Chicago,  Milwaukee  & 
St.  Paul  Railway  Company.  • 

Of  these  seven  respondents  the  four  following  neither 
admit  nor  deny  the  allegations  of  the  complaint,  but  call  for 
proof  thereof,  to  wit :  The  Detroit,  Grand  Haven  &  Milwau- 
kee Railway  Company,  the  Chicago  &  Grand  Trunk  Railway 
Company,  the  Chicago,  Burlington  &  Kansas  City  Railway 
Company,  and  the  Chicago,  Burlington  &  Quincy  Railroad 
Company.  The  first  two  of  these  roads,  the  Detroit,  Grand 
Haven  &  Milwaukee  and  the  Chica<?o  &  Grand  Trunk  Rail- 
way  Companies  are  the  roads  over  which  complainants  make 
the  bulk  of  their  shipments  from  Detroit  as  far  as  Chicago ; 
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their  rates  are  made  under  the  "  Official  Classification,"  and 
they  set  forth  in  their  answer,  that  they  "have  no  interest'* 
in  the  question  raised  by  the  claim  of  complainants  that  a 
rate  of  10  cts.  per  hundred  weight  from  Detroit  to  Chicago 
would  be  reasonable,  "for  the  reason  that  a  ruling"  to  that 
effect  "  will  not  affect  the  rates  charged  and  maintained  by 
them." 

The  Chicago,  Milwaukee  &  St.  Paul  Bailway  Company 
and  the  Chicago,  Rock  Island  &  Pacific  Railway  Company 
deny  the  allegation  that  the  rates  complained  of  are  unjust 
and  unreasonable.  It  is  admitted  by  the  former  that  the 
"Western  Classification"  does  not  "discriminate  between 
chairs  completely  manufactured  and  finished  for  use  and  chair 
stock  such  as  complainants  ship  to  Omaha,"  but  it  claims 
that  there  is  no  injustice  in  this  because  the  "  so-called  chair 
stock  partly  manufactured  and  unfinished  which  complain- 
ants ship  to  Omaha,  is  in  fact  chairs  substantially  finished 
except  that  they  are  not  painted."  It  is  further  set  up  by 
said  respondents  in  substance,  that  it  would  be  in  disregard 
of  the  principles  upon  which  classification  is  based  and  an 
unjust  discrimination  against  others  who  ship  in  less  than 
carloads  any  one  of  the  articles  composing  complainants* 
shipments,  to  permit  such  shipments  of  mixed  carloads  at  the 
rate  asked  for  by  complainants. 

The  Wabash  Railroad  Company,  while  neither  denying 
nor  admitting  the  allegations  of  the  complaint,  questions  the 
power  of  this  Commission  under  the  "Act  to  regulate  com- 
merce," to  make  or  enforce  an  order  classifying  freight  or 
fixing  the  rates  for  its  transportation. 

No  argument  was  made  at  the  hearing  or  subsequently 
submitted  in  support  of  this  position.  Section  1  of  the  Act 
to  regulate  commerce  provides  that  interstate  transportation 
charges  shall  be  just  and  reasonable  and  prohibits  And 
declares  to  be  unlawful  every  unjust  and  unreasonable 
charge.  Section  12  authorizes  and  requires  this  Commission 
to  enforce  the  provisions  of  the  Act.  The  question  of  our 
duty  and  power  under  the  Act  to  determine  what  are  reason- 
able rates  was  fully  considered  in  the  case  of  Coxe  Bros.  & 
Co.  V.  Lehigh  Valley  R.  R.  Co.,  4  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  577,  578;  a 
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Inters.  Com.  Rep.  460,  in  which  it  was  held  that  "the  Act  to 
regulate  commerce,  which  declares  every  unjust  and  unrea- 
sonable charge  to  be  unlawful  and  requires  its  provisions  to 
be  enforced  by  the  Commission,  confers  the  power  to  deter- 
mine, and  imposes  on  the  Commission  the  duty  of  determin- 
ing, what  are  the  reasonable  rates  which  the  charges  may  not 
exceed,  as  well  as  what  are  unreasonable."  In  respect 
to  classification  it  is  also  said  in  same  case,  pp.  559,  560,  "the 
arrangement  of  freight  into  classes  is  deemed  by  the  roads  an 
essential  part  of  rate-making  and  it  is  so  treated  by  the  *Act 
to  regulate  commerce,'  which  requires  that  the  schedule  of 
charges  which  every  common  carrier  must  keep  open  to  the 
-public  '  shall  conisihi  the  classification  in  iorce.^  .  .  .  Clas- 
sification may  be  used  as  a  device  to  efiect  unjust  discrimina- 
tion or  as  a  means  of  violating  the  most  essential  provisions  of 
the  statute.  When  so  used  it  is  the  duty  of  the  Commission 
to  so  revise  such  arrangement  as  to  correct  the  abuse."  (See 
also.  Perry  v,  F.  C.  &  P.  Railroad  Co.  et  aL,  recently  decided, 
on  question  of  right  of  Commission  to  establish  maximum 
rate  when  the  complaint  charges  excessive,  unjust  and  unrea- 
sonable rate).  While  classification  is  intended  to  furnish  a 
basis  for  rate  charges,  it  is  clear  that  an  incorrect  classifica- 
tion would  neither  authorize  an  unjust  rate  nor  render  unlaw- 
ful a  just  rate.  The  ultimate  and  controlling  question  in  the 
present  and  all  such  cases  is  as  to  the  reasonableness  of  the 
rate  complained  of. 

FACTS  AND  CONCLUSIONS. 

k 

The  mixed  shipments  made  by  complainants  consist  of 
chair  stock  or  material,  bed  rails,  head  and  foot  pieces,  slats, 
wire  for  woven-wire  mattresses  and  for  springs  on  spring- 
beds,  and  plates,  slides,  bolts,  nuts  and  screws  for  putting 
the  materials  together.  The  following  is  the  schedule  of 
rates  in  effect  June  25,  1891,  from  Chicago  to  Omaha  on 
said  articles  in  carloads : 

Chair  stufif 30    cts.  per  cwt. 

Mattress  frame  material 20    cts.       " 
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Bed  slats 17^  cts.  per  cwt. 

Wire .25    cts.       " 

Castings,  boxed 25    cts.       " 

Nuts  and  bolts 25    cts.       " 

Screws,  boxed 60    cts.      " 

The  complainants  originally  asked  for  a  rate  of  15  cents 
per  hundred  pounds  on  these  articles  in  mixed  carloads.  At 
the  hearing  the  complainants  were  represented  by  Mr. 
Wasey,  one  of  their  number,  and  in  his  argument  in  their 
behalf  he  stated,  in  substance,  that  the  items  of  wire,  plates, 
slides,  nuts,  screws  and  bolts  were  so  immaterial  to  them  as 
part  of  their  shipments,  that  "  if  this  Commission  did  not 
want  to  make  a  rate  embracing  them,"  he  would  strike  them 
out.  He  further  said :  "  The  thing  we  are  after  is  to  ship 
chair  stuff  as  we  make  it,  spring  bed  and  mattress  material  as 
ice  7nake  it,  in  mixed  carloads  from  Chicago  to  Omaha." 
Being  asked  by  a  member  of  this  Commission,  "Does  that 
include  anything  but  icood  f  he  replied,  "Nothing  but  wood." 
The  elimination  of  everything  except  the  wooden  materials 
as  prepared  by  complainants  from  the  mixed  carloads  for 
which  they  ask  said  rate  wdll  very  much  simplify  the  ques- 
tion, and  as  it  is  stated  by  their  representative  to  be  a  virtu- 
ally immaterial  matter  to  complainants,  we  will  confine  our- 
selves to  a  consideration  of  what  is  a  reasonable  and  just 
rate  from  Chicago  and  Mississippi  Kiver  points  to  Omaha  on 
mixed  carloads  of  chair  stuff,  spring  bed  and  mattress  mate- 
rial, including  bed  slats — all  wooden — as  prepared  by  com- 
plainants at  Detroit  for  shipment  to  Omaha. 

The  chair  material  shipped  by  complainants  from  Detroit 
to  Omaha  consists  of  the  legs,  arms,  rounds  and  backs  sawed 
and  turned  to  shape,  mortised  and  bored,  and  cane  for  seats 
and  backs.  At  Omaha  the  seats  and  backs  are  caned,  the 
parts  are  put  together,  and  a  finish  of  varnish  and  paint  is 
applied.  The  spring  bed  and  mattress  material  consists  of 
side  rails,  end  pieces  and  slats.  These  are  all  sawed  to  shape 
and  planed.  There  are  holes  bored  in  the  bed  rails  for  put- 
ting them  together,  and  nothing  remains  to  be  done  to  them 


128  INTERSTATE   COMMERCE   COMMISSION   REPORTS. 

at  Omaha  except  oiling.  The  bed  slats  are  bored  at  Omaha 
to  fit  them  for  receiving  the  ends  of  the  springs.  The 
evidence  for  the  complainants  is  to  the  effect  that  the  labor 
bestowed  on  these  materials  at  Omaha,  and  money  paid  out 
for  it,  are  double  what  they  are  at  Detroit. 

The  value  of  the  material  for  complainants'  rockers  at 
Detroit,  as  shipped  by  them  to  Omaha,  is  $7.00  per  dozen, 
and  when  completed  these  chairs  are  valued  at  Detroit  at 
828.00  per  dozen,  and  at  Omaha  at  $30.00  per  dozen.  The 
value  of  the  material  for  a  dozen  of  complainants'  common 
chairs  at  Detroit  is  $1.80,  and  when  completed  they  are  val- 
ued at  Detroit  at  $6.25  per  dozen,  and  at  Omaha  at  $7.00  per 
dozen.  The  material  for  a  mattress  frame  is  valued  at  45  cts. 
a  set,  and  the  completed  bed  at  from  $1.30  to  $2.10.  The 
bulk  of  complainants'  stock  consists  of  the  "  cheap  grade 
chairs,"  worth  about  $10.00  per  dozen ;  and,  taking  all  kinds 
together,  the  average  selling  price  of  their  chairs  is  stated  to 
be  less  than  $10.00  per  dozen.  The  cost  of  the  completed 
rocker  is  estimated  to  be  from  $18.00  to  $22.00  per  dozen, 
which  deducted  from  their  value  as  stated  above  leaves  a 
profit  of  from  $8.00  to  $10.00  per  dozen.  The  profit  is  much 
less  on  the  common  chair,  which  constitutes  the  bulk  of  their 
shipments,  and,  also,  on  the  spring  bed  and  mattress  materiaL 

There  can  be  loaded  in  a  car  about  7,000  lbs.  of  finished 
rockers  and  common  chairs,  and  about  30,000  lbs.  of  the  mate- 
rial for  such  rockers  and  chairs,  and  a  carload  of  mixed  ship- 
ments of  complainants'  materials  of  all  kinds  as  shipped  to 
Omaha  weighs  from  25,000  lbs.  to  30,000  lbs. 

In  estimating  for  the  purpose  of  adjusting  rates,  the  com- 
parative values  of  a  carload  of  finished  rockers  and  a  car- 
load of  material  for  those  rockers  on  shipments  from  Detroit 
to  Omaha,  counsel  for  defendants  takes  as  the  basis  for  such 
estimate  the  increased  values  of  such  carloads  after  their 
arrived  at  Omaha.  The  proper  basis,  however,  would  seem 
to  be  their  value  at  Detroit  when  shipped.  As  stated  by 
counsel  for  defendants,  a  car  will  carry  31  dozen  finished 
rockers  and  125  dozen  material  for  such  rockers.  At  $28.00 
Der  dozen  their  value  at  Detroit,  a  carload  of  finished  rockers 
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will  be  worth  $868.00;  a  carload  of  material  for  such  rockers  125 
dozen,  at  $7.00  per  dozen,  their  value  at  Detroit,  will  be  worth 
about  $875.00.  The  evidence  does  not  furnish  any  reliable 
data  indicating,  and  it  would  seem  to  be  impracticable  to 
indicate  in  advance,  the  proportion  which  any  particular  car- 
load shipment  will  contain  of  the  several  articles  shipped  by 
complainants.  These  articles  differ  widely  in  value,  and  in 
the  absence  of  such  data  it  is  impossible  to  estimate  the 
average  value  of  a  carload  of  complainants'  mixed  ship- 
ments of  material  and  also  of  a  mixed  carload  of  articles 
completed  from  such  material  and  shipped  in  the  same  pro- 
portion. 

The  value  per  hundred  pounds  of  the  finished  articles  is, 

however,  many  times  greater  than  that  of  the  unfinished 
material. 

A  carload  of  finished  rockers  weighs,  as  above  stated, 
7.000  lbs.,  and  shipped  at  the  4th  class  rate  applicable  to  it 
of  30  cts.  per  cwt.,  minimum  weight  12,000  lbs.,  will  pay  $36. 
The  material  for  such  rockers  shipped  at  the  30  cts.  rate,  mini- 
mum 25,000  lbs.,  now  charged,  yields  $75.00  per  car.  It  thus 
appears  that  while  as  before  shown  the  value  of  a  carload  of 
rocker  material  at  Detroit  differs  but  little  ($7.00)  from  that 
of  a  carload  of  finished  goods,  the  earnings  of  the  carriers 
are  more  than  twice  as  large  per  car  on  the  former  as  on  the 
latter.  The  rate  per  hundred  pounds  is  in  both  cases  the 
same,  30  cts.,  and  the  difference  in  earnings  results  from  the 
difference  in  minimum  carloads  allowed  and  which  can  be 
transported.  The  earner,  it  is  true,  should  receive  a  greater 
compensation  in  the  aggregate  for  hauling  a  large  than  a 
small  carload,  but,  other  things  being  equal,  as  a  general 
rule  the  rate  per  cwt.  should  be  less  in  the  former  than  in  the 
latter  case.  This  is  recognized  in  the  various  systems  of 
classification  in  force  in  which  a  large  number  of  commodi- 
ties are  given  a  higher  or  lower  class  according  to  the  mini- 
mum carload  allowed.  The  amount  of  tonnage  of  an  article 
which  can  be  hauled  per  car,  and  the  consequent  greater  or 
less  aggregate  revenue  therefrom  to  the  carrier,  are  matters 
of  importance  in  fixing  the  rates  per  hundred  weight  on  a 
carload  of  such  articles.     It   not  appearing  that  there  is  a 
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material  difference  in  the  values  of  the  two  carloads,  it  would 
seem  to  be  a  correct  conclusion,  in  this  case,  that  if  thirty 
cents  per  hundred  weight  is  a  reasonable  charge  on  carloads 
of  finished  rockers  of  the  actual  weight  of  7,000  lbs.  (mini- 
mum weight  allowed,  12,000  lbs.),  then  a  less  rate  than  that 
should  be  charged  on  carloads  of  material  for  such  rockers  of 
the  actual  weight  of  30,000  lbs.  (minimum  allowed,  25,000  lbs). 
The  minimum  weight,  25,000  lbs.,  which  complainants  ask 
,to  be  allowed  on  their  shipments,  is  also,  greater  than  that 
on  "  furniture  stock,  in  the  rough,  sawed  to  shape,  not  further 
finished,"  "mattress  frame  material,"  and  "  bed  slats,"  in  car- 
loads of  which  the  minimum  allowed  is  20,000  lbs. 

The  classification  and  rate  asked  for  by  complainants  dif- 
fers not  only  from  those  in  force  on  the  above-named  articles 
but  also  from  those  on  nearly  all  that  are  covered  by  the 
Western  Classification,  in  that  the  minimum  carload  weight 
asked  for  on  complainants'  shipments  is  much  greater.  It 
is  probable  that  this  was  the  basis  of  the  opinion  (herein- 
after set  forth)  expressed  by  the  freight  agent  of  the  Chicago, 
Burlington  &  Quincy  Railroad  Company,  that  the  rate 
requested  by  complainants  will  "  pay  the  railroads  a  greater 
revenue  than  the  general  classification  and  tariff  on  furniture 
of  any  kind  or  description." 

Of  the  wooden  material  shipped  by  complainants,  ship- 
ments in  carloads  of  their  chair  stock  alone  is  not  provided 
for  in  the  Western  Classification.  Their  mattress  frame  mate- 
rial has  a  class  "  C  "  rate  from  Chicago  to  Omaha  of  20  cents 
per  cwt.,  and  their  bed  slats  a  class  "  D  "  rate  of  17^  cents. 
For  a  while  they  made  their  mixed  shipments  under  the  class 
"B"  rate  of  25  cts.  per  cwt.  from  Chicago  to  Omaha  under 
the  item  in  the  Western  Classification  of  "Furniture  stock  in 
the  rough,  sawed  to  shape,  but  not  otherwise  completed," 
but  the  Inspection  Bureau  of  the  Western  Traffic  Associa- 
tion having  decided  that  complainants'  shipments  were  "not 
covered  by  that  item,  they  have  since  been  charged  the  class 
"4"  rate  of  30  cts.  per  cwt.  from  Chicago  to  Omaha,  which 
is  the  rate  on  finished  chairs.  No  discrimination  is  made  in 
the  Western  Classification  between  carloads  of  finished  chairs 
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and  chair  stock  such  as  complainants',  and  it  does  not  pro- 
vide for  mixed  carload  shipments  of  chair  stock  and  spring- 
bed  and  mattress  material.  From  Detroit  as  far  as  Chicago, 
complainants  receive  on  their  mixed  carloads  the  6th  class 
rate  under  the  Official  Classification  of  10  cents  per  hundred 
pounds. 

After  the  completion  of  their  factory  at  Omaha,  the  com- 
plainants, in  October,  1889,  sent  an  application  to  the  chair- 
man of  the  Western  Freight  Association  for  a  special  com- 
modity rate  on  their  mixed  carloads,  in  which  they  say: 
"  What  we  desire  is  a  special  commodity  rate  on  mixed  car- 
loads of  chair  stock  in  the  rough  and  spring  bed  stock  consist- 
ing of  rails  and  slats,  minimum  weight  25,000  lbs.,  class  D 
rate."  This  application  was  approved  by  the  freight  agent  of 
the  Chicago  &  Northwestern  Railroad  Company,  and  also  by 
the  freight  agent  of  the  Chicago,  Burlington  &  Quincy  Bail- 
road  Company,  the  latter  stating  "that  the  rate  which  is 
requested  pays  the  railroads  a  greater  revenue  than  the  gen- 
eral classification  and  tariff  on  furniture  of  any  kind  or 
description." 

The  same  application  being  subsequently  several  times 
renewed  was  approved  and  pronounced  reasonable  by  the 
traffic  manager  of  the  Wabash  Railroad  Company,  the  gen- 
eral freight  agents  of  the  Chicago,  Burlington  &  Quincy  Rail- 
road Company  and  the  Chicago,  St.  Paul  &  Kansas  City 
Railway  Company.  The  general  freight  agent  of  the  Chi- 
cago, Rock  Island  &  Pacific  Railway  Company  and  freight 
traffic  manager  of  the  Chicago,  Milwaukee  &  St.  Paul  Rail- 
way Company,  as  representatives  of  the  Western  Freight 
Association  on  the  Uniform  Classification  Committee,  joined 
in  a  report  recommending  a  difference  of  classes  between  fin- 
ished chairs  and  chair  stuff  as  shipped  by  complainants  and 
placing  their  chair  stock  and  bed  stuff  on  the  same  basis. 
The  several  applications  of  complainants  were  not  granted 
and  the  report  of  the  Classification  Committee  was  not 
agreed  to  by  the  Trunk  Line  Association.  It  will  be  noted 
that  the  language  above  quoted  as  used  by  complainants  in 
their  application  only  covers  xoooden  material  and  that  the 
chair  stock  is  described  as  being  "i/i  ike  rotigh^    The  appro- 
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val  of  the  application  by  the  several  railroad  officials  above 
mentioned  was  limited  to  shipments  of  this  kind.  Complain- 
ants' chair  stock  is  sawed,  turned  to  shape,  planed,  mortised 
and  bored,  ready  to  put  together. 

According  to  the  evidence  the  complainants  appear  to  be 
practically  the  only  parties  who  manufacture  and  ship  over 
the  defendant  roads  the  combination  of  goods  for  which  they 
ask  a  rate  in  mixed  carloads.  Their  shipments  for  about  a 
year  and  a  half  after  opening  their  business  at  Omaha 
amounted  to  about  100  carloads,  but  they  say  they  expect 
them  to  increase  and  become  from  200  to  300  carloads  per 
annum.  They  state  that  they  have  heretofore  made  the  bulk 
of  their  shipments  to  Omaha  by  two  routes ;  one  via  the 
Wabash  Railway  Company  through  from  Detroit  to  Omaha, 
and  the  other  via  the  Detroit,  Grand  Haven  &  Milwaukee 
Railway  Company  and  the  Chicago  &  Grand  Trunk  Railway 
Company,  from  Detroit  to  Chicago,  and  the  Chicago,  Bur- 
lington &  Quincy  Railway  Company,  from  Chicago  to 
Omaha.  On  the  route  via  the  Wabash  Railway  Company's 
line,  the  rate  to  Mississippi  River  points  is  governed  by  the 
Official  Classification  and  from  the  Mississippi  on  to  Omaha 
by  the  Western  Classification.  The  Western  Classification 
rates  from  Mississippi  River  points  to  Omaha  are  as  follows: 

12345ABCDE 


55,      40,     32,     25,    20,     22^,      17^,       15,       12^,        11, 

Proip  Chicago  to  Omaha,  they  are : 
12345ABODE 


75,      60,     42,     30,    25,      30,        25,        20,       17^,        16. 

The  rates  now  charged  complainants  from  the  Mississippi 
to  Omaha  is  the  4th  class  rate  of  25  cts.  per  cwt.  The  dis- 
tance to  Omaha  from  Hannibal,  Mo.,  the  point  at  which  the 
Wabash  road  crosses  the  Mississippi,  is  334  miles,  and  the 
rate  per  ton  per  mile  is  about  1  cent,  5  mills.  The  distance 
by  the  shortest  line  from  Detroit  to  Chicago  is  269  miles,  and 
from  Chicago  to  Omaha  490  miles,  and  the  rate  per  ton  per 
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mile  from  Detroit  to  Chicago  is  a  fraction  over  7  mills,  and 
from  Chicago  to  Omaha  a  fraction  over  1  cent,  2  mills. 

It  will  be  noted  that  while  the  distance  from  Chicago  to 
Omaha  is  not  twice  as  great  as  that  from  Detroit  to  Chicago, 
the  rate  of  30  cents  per  cwt.  on  complainants'  shipments 
between  the  former  points  is  three  times  as  great  as  that  of 
10  cents  per  cwt.  between  the  latter,  and  notwithstanding 
the  greater  mileage,  the  rate  per  ton  per  mile  from  Chicago 
to  Omaha  is  almost  double  that  from  Detroit  to  Chicago. 
As  a  general  rule,  in  the  absence  of  materially  dissimilar 
conditions,  the  rate  per  ton  per  mile  is  less  for  a  longer  than 
a  shorter  haul. 

The  rates  under  the  Ofl5«ial  Classification  from  Detroit  to 
Chicago  and  from  Detroit  to  the  Mississippi  not  being  in 
question,  the  roads  directly  interested  in  the  rates  asked  for 
are  the  Wabash  Railroad  Company  and  the  Chicago,  Bur- 
lington &  Quiney  Railroad  Company — the  former  being  the 
road  over  which  complainants'  shipments  are  carried  from 
the  Mississippi  River  to  Omaha,  and  the  latter  being  the 
road  over  which  such  shipments  are  made  from  Chicago  .to 
Omaha.  According  to  reports  filed  by  those  railway  com- 
panies with  this  Commission,  the  average  receipts  per  ton 
per  mile  and  estimated  cost  of  carrying  a  ton  a  mile  on  said 
roads  were  for  the  period  stated  as  follows : 

For  year  ending  June  30,  1890. 

Average  receipts  Estimated    cost 

Name  of  road.                          per    ton     per  of  carrying  a 

mile.  ton  one  mile. 
Chicago,  Burlington  &  Quiney 

Road 986  cts.  .566  cts. 

From  Aug.  1,  1889,  to  June  30,  1890. 

Wabash  Railroad  Company .  .       .647  cts.  .494  cts. 

From  this  it  appears  that  the  rate  per  ton  per  mile,  1 
cent,  2  mills,  from  Chicago  to  Omaha,  now  in  force  on  com- 
plainants' shipments,  over  the  Chicago,  Burlington  &  Quiney 
road,  is  more  than  double  the  estimated  cost  of  carrying  a 
ton  of  freight  in  general  a  mile,  over  that  road,  during  the 
time  stated,  and  over  2  mills  more  than  its  average  receipts 
per  ton  per  mile ;  and  the  rate  per  ton  per  mile,  1  cent,  5 
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mills,  now  in  force  on  complainants'  shipments  on  the 
Wabash  road  from  Mississippi  River  points  to  Omaha  is 
three  times  the  estimated  cost  of  carrying  a  ton  of  freight  in 
general  a  mile  over  that  road  for  the  period  named  and  over 
double  its  average  receipts  per  ton  per  mile. 

There  was  no  proof  made  as  to  the  actual  cost  of  trans- 
porting complainants'  shipments.  There  appears  to  be 
nothing  in  the  nature  of  those  shipments  or  in  the  circum- 
stances and  conditions  attending  their  transportation  which 
calls  for  a  higher  than  the  average  rate  on  shipments  in  gen- 
eral. 

Complainants'  chair  stuflF,  while  probably  not  strictly 
speaking  **in  the  rough,"  differs  materially  from  finished 
chairs  in  value  and  in  that  work  remains  to  be  done  on  it. 
It  seems  clear  that  it  should  receive  a  lower  rate  than  that 
now  charged  and  which  is  the  rate  on  finished  chairs  in  car- 
loads of  minimum  weight  of  12,000  lbs.  In  view  of  all  the 
facts  to  which  we  have  adverted  and  particularly  of  the  large 
minimum  weight  to  be  allowed  and  the  larger  actual  weight 
per  car  of  complainants'  shipments,  our  conclusion  is  that 
they  should  have  a  rate  not  higher  than  the  class  "  C"  rate 
of  20  ots.  per  hundred  pounds  from  Chicago  to  Omaha  and 
15  cts.  per  hundred  pounds  from  Mississippi  Biver  points  to 
Omaha.  This  does  not  operate  to  lower  present  carload 
rates  on  wooden  mattress  and  spring  bed  material.  The 
shipments  taking  this  rate  are  to  embrace  chairs  partially 
manufactured  and  wooden  material  to  complete  the  same 
and  wooden  mattress  and  spring  bed  material,  with  mini- 
mum weight  of  carload  25,000  lbs.  These  rates  will  yield  a 
rate  per  ton  per  mile  of  nearly  9  mills,  and  on  the  minimum 
carload  from  Chicago  to  Omaha  $50,  and  on  a  carload  of 
actual  weight  of  30,000  lbs.,  $60.  This,  although  the  mileage 
is  greater,  is  a  larger  rate  per  ton  per  mile  than  that  under 
the  OflScial  Classification  from  Detroit  to  Chicago  and  to 
Mississippi  River  points.  But  in  arriving  at  our  conclusion 
as  to  the  maximum  rates  to  be  allowed  in  this  case,  we  have 
thought  it  proper  to  take  into  consideration  the  fact  that  the 
rates  for  corresponding  classes  are  somewhat  higher  under 
the  Western  than  the  OflScial  Classification  and  that  this 
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appears  to  be  justified  in  part,  at  least,  because  of  the 
greater  tonnage  which  is  transported  over  the  territory  sub- 
ject to  the  Official  Classification  than  is  carried  over  that 
subject  to  the  Western  Classification. 

It  is  accordingly  ordered,  that  the  defendants  interested 
therein  forthwith  cease  and  desist  from  charging  and  collect- 
ing higher  rates  than  those  above  indicated  on  mixed  car- 
loads of  chairs  partially  manufactured  and  wooden  material 
to  complete  the  same  and  wooden  mattress  and  spring  bed 
material,  minimum  weight  25,000  lbs.,  for  the  transportation 
thereof  from  Chicago  and  Mississippi  Eiver  points  to 
Omaha. 

As  the  rates  from  Detroit  to  Chicago  and  Mississippi  River 
points  are  respectively,  10  cts.  and  16^  cts.  per  cwt.,  the 
rates  prescribed  herein  will  result  in  a  through  rate  from 
Detroit  via  Chicago  to  Omaha  of  30  cts.  per  cwt.  and  via 
Mississippi  River  points,  but  not  through  Chicago,  of  31^ 
cts.  The  distance  via  Chicago  is  759  miles,  and  via  Missis- 
sippi River  points,  797  miles. 
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THE  EAILEOAD  COMMISSION  OF  FLOKIDA  v,  THE 
SAVANNAH,  FLOEIDA  &  WESTEEN  EAILWAY 
COMPANY,  ET  AL. 


APPLICATION   FOR   RE-HEARING. 


Originally  decided  October  29, 1891. — Application  for  re-hearing  filed  Decem- 
ber 22,  1891. — Hearing  on  application  January  19,  1892. — Application 
denied  February  9, 1892. 

jff.  G,  Erwin,  John  E,  Ilartridge,  W,  G.  Elliott,  James  A, 
Logan  and  Lawton  cfe  Cunningham  for  defendants,  in  support 
of  application. 

C,  M.  Cooper,  for  complainant,  in  opposition  thereto. 

memorandum. 

By  the  Commission: 

The  report  and  opinion  of  the  Commission  in  this  proceed- 
ing was  rendered  on  the  29th  day  of  October,  1891.  (See 
3  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  688).  An  order  was  thereupon  duly 
entered  and  served  upon  the  defendants,  requiring  them  to 
foi-thwith  cease  and  desist  from  charging  or  receiving  any 
greater  compensation  in  the  aggregate  forth©  transportation, 
wnolly  by  railroad  or  partly  by  railroad  and  partly  by  water, 
of  oranges  and  lemons  shipped  from  Jacksonville,  Callahan, 
Gainesville,  Lake  City,  Live  Oak  or  Fernandina,  in  the  State 
of  Florida,  called  and  known  as  base  points,  or  from  other 
points  of  shipment  in  said  State,  to  Baltimore,  Philadelphia, 
New  York  or  other  northeastern  cities,  than  an  addition  of 
five  cents  per  box  to  the  rates  in  force  for  such  transporta- 
tion immediately  prior  to  November  23,  1890.  The  defend- 
ants were  also  required  to  make  reparation  ])y  refunding  to 
the  several  persons  entitled  thereto,  within  sixty  days  after 
demand  therefor,  all  sums  received  by  them  subsequent  to 
that  date,  for  the  transportation  of  oranges  and  lemons  as 
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aforesaid,  in  excess  -of  such  addition  of  five  cents  per  box  to 
the  rates  in  force  prior  thereto ;  and,  as  such  persons  were 
not  parties  to  the  proceeding,  and  the  amounts  due  to  them 
respectively  could  not  be  ascertained  from  the  evidence  on 
file,  the  case  was  continued  for  such  further  action  or  inquiry 
in  that  behalf  as  might  be  necessary. 

On  December  22,  1891,  certain  of  the  defendants,  to  wit: 
The  Savannah,  Florida  &  Western  Railway  Company,  the 
Charleston  &  Savannah  Railway  Company,  the  Northeastern 
Railroad  Company  of  South  Carolina,  the  Wilmington,  Colum- 
bia &  Augusta  Railroad  Company,  the  Wilmington  &  Weldon 
Railroad  Company,  the  Petersburg  Railroad  Company,  the 
Richmond  &  Petersburg  Railroad  Company,  the  Richmond, 
Fredericksburg  &  Potomac  Railroad  Company,  the  Alexan- 
dria &  Fredericksburg  Railroad  Company,  the  Alexandria  <fe 
W^ashington  Railway  Company,  the  Baltimore  &  Potomac 
Railroad  Company,  the  Philadelphia,  Wilmington  &  Balti- 
more Railroad  Company,  the  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Com- 
pany, and  the  Ocean  Steamship  Company  of  Savannah — filed 
an  application  for  a  rehearing  of  the  case ;  and  the  Commis- 
sion thereupon  ordered  that  such  application  be  heard  on 
the  19th  day  of  January,  1892.  Provision  was  made  in  the 
order  for  the  service  and  filing  of  the  affidavits,  documents 
or  other  papers  to  be  used  by  the  petitioners  on  the  hearing, 
and  also  denying  oral  argument  except  by  consent  of  com- 
plainant's counsel.  Such  consent  having  been  refused,  the 
application  was  submitted  upon  the  affidavits  filed  by  the 
parties  and  the  briefs  of  counsel. 

The  only  affidavit  filed  by  complainant  is  that  of  A.  M. 
Ives,  Manager  of  the  Florida  Fruit  Exchange,  which,  how- 
ever, does  not  go  to  the  merits  of  the  motion,  but  shows  that 
the  defendants  have  failed  to  comply  with  the  order  of  the 
Commission;  that  the  Florida  Fruit  Exchange  has  filed  a 
petition  in  the  United  States  Circuit  Court  for  the  Northern 
District  of  Florida  to  enjoin  the  Savannah,  Florida  &  West- 
ern Railway  Company  and  the  Ocean  Steamship  Company 
fi'om  charging  and  collecting  rates  in  excess  of  those  allowed 
by  the  Commission  ;  that  said  defendants  announced  to  the 
court  their  intention  to  apply  for  a  rehearing,  and  that  the 
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sitting  judge  refused  to  proceed  further  in  the  matter  until 
such  intended  application  was  disposed  of. 

In  general  terms  the  request  for  a  rehearing  is  based  upon 
alleged  errors  in  the  findings  of  fact  embraced  in  the  original 
report,  and  unwarranted  conclusions  claimed  to  result  from 
such  mistakes.  The  petition  and  aflSdavits  also  set  forth  the 
nature  and  bearing  of  the  evidence  desired  to  be  introduced 
upon  a  new  trial,  and  assert  that  such  further  and  additional 
proof  would  justify,  if  not  require  a  diflferent  decision. 

We  have  carefully  considered  the  matters  set  forth  in  these 
moving  papers,  and  the  argument  which  they  are  assumed  to 
support,  without  being  convinced  that  the  complaint  of  the 
petitioners  is  well  founded,  or  discoveiing  any  substantial 
reason  for  granting  the  application.  The  discrepancies 
alleged  to  exist  between  the  facts  originally  found  and  those 
now  proposed  to  be  shown  do  not,  in  our  judgment,  sustain 
any  controlling  relation  to  the  results  already  announced, 
and  are  quite  insuflScient  to  warrant  a  reopening  of  the 
case. 

It  seems  to  us,  on  the  contrary,  that  the  correcting  state- 
ments and  fuller  information,  which  the  defendants  now  seek 
to  present,  might  all  be  admitted  and  the  record  amended 
accordingly,  without  material  eflfect  upon  the  real  question  at 
issue.  The  mistakes  claimed  to  have  been  made  are  con- 
fined to  minor  and  incidental  statements,  upon  which  the 
important  findings  are  in  no  way  dependent,  while  the  addi- 
tional facts  relied  upon,  conceding  they  could  all  be  estab- 
lished, are  without  special  significance  or  conclusive  bearing 
upon  the  main  contention. 

These  impressions  are  confirmed  by  an  analysis  of  the 
aflSdavits  and  a  more  detailed  examination  of  their  various 
allegations.  There  appear  to  be  nine  specifications  of  error, 
and  these  will  be  separately  noticed. 

In  the  first  place  it  is  claimed  that  testimony  can  be  intro- 
duced showing  that  the  average  market  price  of  oranges  dur- 
ing the  seasons  of  1889-90  and  1890-91,  after  deducting 
transportation  charges  and  commissions,  considerably 
exceeded  $1.52  per  box,  and  that  the  average  profit  to  the 
grower  considerably  exceeded  72  cents,  exclusive  of  interest 
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on  inyestment  and  other  charges  not  included  in  the  fifth 
finding  of  the  Commission.  Four  affidavits  on  this  point  are 
presented,  viz :  J.  H.  Killough,  a  New  York  commission  mer- 
chant, says  the  average  price  per  box,  during  the  1890-91 
season,  was  at  least  $2.25  per  box.  H.  H.  Schutte,  of  the 
same  place,  business  not  described,  says  it  was  $2.25  to 
$2.75  for  1889-90 ;  $2.00  to  $3.25  for  1890-91 ;  and  has  been 
$2.00  to  $3.00  so  far  this  season.  E.  M.  Travis,  of  the  same 
place,  business  not  described,  says  it  would  average  about 
$2.50  per  box  for  the  season  1890-91 ;  and  A.  F.  Young,  of 
the  same  place,  business  not  described,  says  that  the  average 
for  1888-89  was  $2.14,  for  1889-90,  $2.45;  for  1890-91,  $2.72. 
The  only  reference  in  the  report  to  the  market  price  of 
oranges  is  contained  in  the  fifth  finding.  It  is  there  dis- 
tinctly stated  that  "  the  evidence  as  to  the  market  value  of 
oranges  is  very  indefinite  and  unsatisfactory.  The  average 
price  during  the  season  of  1889-90,  as  stated  by  the  manager 
of  the  Florida  Fruit  Exchange,  was  $1.52  per  box,  after 
deducting  transportation  charges  and  commissions."  It  was 
also  stated  that  to  net  such  a  sum  the  selling  price  must  be 
about  $2.00.  That  this  statement  was  intended  to  be  only 
approximate  is  obvious  upon  its  face.  It  does  not,  however, 
appear  to  be  seriously  incorrect.  If  we  take  the  average 
price  per  box  during  1889-90,  named  in  the  affidavits  of 
Schutte  and  Young,  which  is  about  $2.50,  and  deduct  there- 
from 8  per  cent,  commissions,  amounting  to  20  cents,  and  53 
cents  freight  from  Florida  base  points  by  the  all-rail  line, 
there  is  left  $1.77,  from  which  must  be  further  deducted  the 
freight  charges  from  points  of  origin  to  the  Florida  base 
point.  Such  a  computation,  on  defendants  own  showing, 
gives  a  result  not  materially  difi'erent  from  the  approxi- 
mate sum  named  in  the  finding,  and  stated  therein  to  be 
the  testimony  of  one  witness,  the  manager  of  the  Fruit 
Exchange.  Using  in  the  calculation  the  rate  from  the  base 
point  via  the  steamship  lines,  would  make  the  balance  13 
cents  greater,  but  against  this  it  is  to  be  considered  that  the 
New  York  prices  stated  in  these  ex  parte  affidavits  might  be 
considerably  reduced  by  a  closer  inquiry  and  the  cross 
examination  of  witnesses.     It  is  also  to  be  observed  that  the 
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New  York  market  only  is  given,  while  a  large  portion  of  the 
traffic  went  to  other  northeastern  points. 

The  average  of  the  prices  named  for  the  season  1890-91, 
is  about  $2.50  per  box.  The  price  of  oranges  in  the  New 
York  market  during  that  season  is  not  included  in  the  find- 
ing of  the  Commission,  but  it  appears  by  these  affidavits  to 
have  been  about  the  same  as  the  preceding  season. 

Connected  with  this  statement  of  prices,  which  may  be 
presumed  to  be  quite  as  favorable  to  the  defendants  as  can 
be  made,  is  the  payment  of  various  loss  and  damage  claims 
by  some  of  the  lines,  which  is  apparently  relied  upon  as  evi- 
dence of  market  values  during  the  years  mentioned. 

For  the  season  of  1889-90,  it  appears  by  the  affidavit  of  J. 
C.  Bruyn,  Claim  Agent  of  the  Savannah,  Florida  &  Western 
Railway  Company,  that  several  claims  were  paid  by  that 
company  for  oranges  lost  or  destroyed  on  its  line  of  railway, 
or  for  which  it  was  wholly  responsible.  The  names  of  con- 
signees, number  of  boxes,  amounts  paid,  destinations,  and 
dates  of  leaving  Florida  basing  points,  are  given.  The  num- 
ber of  these  claims  are  71.  The  number  of  boxes,  counting 
barrels  as  two  boxes,  is  119^,  of  which  the  greatest  number 
belonging  to  any  one  shipment  was  five  boxes,  and  the  least 
one-half  a  box.  The  total  amount  paid  was  $316.40,  making 
the  average  price  per  box  $2.65.  Of  these  119^  boxes,  45^ 
were  consigned  to  western,  northwestern  and  southern  desti- 
nations, and  to  Canada,  leaving  only  74  boxes  for  northeast- 
ern points,  on  which  $195.82  was  paid,  or  an  average  of  $2.65 
per  box.  Prices  paid  on  shipments  apparently  of  the  same 
day  and  to  the  same  place  show  considerable  variation. 

The  Ocean  Steamship  Company  shows  the  payment,  for 
1889-90,  of  51  claims  on  58f  boxes,  amounting  to  $168.15, 
an  average  of  $2.85  per  box.  The  Clyde  line  paid  for  the 
same  season  55  claims  on  93  boxes,  amounting  to  $293.05, 
or  $3.15  per  box.  Comparison  of  the  prices  paid  on  the 
same  date  shows  marked  differences  in  value.  For  instance, 
the  Clyde  line  paid  $3.50  per  box  and  the  Ocean  line  $2.50, 
on  December  19,  1889,  while  the  Savannah,  Florida  &  West- 
ern paid  about  $3.00  on  a  consignment  of  that  date.  The 
claims  paid  for  the  following  season  make  a  similar  showing, 
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RDd  need  not  be  given  in  detail.  Much  of  this  wide  margin 
between  highest  and  lowest  prices  is  doubtless  accounted  for 
by  diflferences  in  the  quality  of  the  fruit,  but  no  small  por- 
tion of  it  represents  fluctuations  in  the  market  and  variations 
in  estimated  values  at  different  places  and  by  different  per- 
sons. The  carriers  were  obliged  to  depend  largely  upon  the 
representations  of  the  various  claimants  whose  property  was 
lost  or  injured,  and  it  is  proper  to  take  into  account  that  the 
oranges  paid  for,  under  claims  for  loss  or  damage,  never 
reached  their  destination.  The  dealers'  prices,  confined  to 
one  market,  differ  widely,  and  the  daraage-claim  prices,  not 
wholly  representing  actual  selling  prices,  also  differ  widely. 
Such  variations  in  ex  parte  statements,  intended  to  support 
an  allegation  of  error,  greatly  diminish  their  force,  especially 
when  the  finding  challenged  is  not  absolute  and  the  evidence 
relating  to  it  is  stated  to  be  indefinite  and  unsatisfactory.  But, 
granting  to  these  estimates  of  value  all  the  weight  of  consist- 
ent and  established  facts,  we  are  still  unable  to  find  in  them 
any  adequate  ground  for  modifying  our  decision.  Whatever 
undervaluation  may  have  been  placed  upon  this  commodity 
was  altogether  too  slight  to  influence  the  vital  conclusion. 
Not  only  did  the  petitioners  neglect  their  opportunity  to 
controvert  the  complainants'  evidence  upon  this  point,  when, 
for  aught  that  appears,  the  proof  was  readily  obtainable,  but 
the  actual  values  now  insisted  upon  are  not  so  different  from 
those  assumed  in  the  finding  as  to  indicate  error  in  the 
results  arrived  at.  Undeniably  the  market  price  of  an  article 
bears  a  material  relation  to  the  proper  charges  for  its  trans- 
portation, but  it  is  by  no  means  the  only  circumstance  to  be 
taken  into  account.  It  is  an  important,  but  not  a  controlling 
element  in  fixing  the  reasonable  rate.  It  is  not  the  precise, 
but  the  approximate  vahie  which  serves  the  purposes  of  tariff 
making ;  maximum  prices  and  market  fluctuations  are  of  little 
moment.  Exactness  in  details  is  desirable,  but  cannot  be 
essential.  Minor  inaccuracies,  not  amounting  to  gross  and 
radical  error,  are  quite  insufficient  to  impeach  the  substantial 
correctness  of  findings  based  on  numerous  and  diverse  con- 
siderations, or  require  the  alteration  of  rulings  to  which  they 
relate.     The  market  price  of  oranges  may  have  been  some- 
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what  greater  than  the  figures  stated  in  our  report,  but  the 
diflference  is  neither  important  nor  misleading. 

Similar  observations  apply  with  equal  force  to  the  claim 
advanced  that  the  profits  realized  by  growers  exceed  the  esti- 
mate contained  in  the  report.  The  question  of  profits  is 
involved  in  the  question  of  prices,  and  requires  no  independ- 
ent comment. 

It  is  alleged  in  the  second  place  that  the  Commission  erred 
in  referring  to  a  cotton  tariff,  which  took  effect  September 
12, 1891,  some  months  subsequent  to  the  hearing,  and  in  com- 
paring the  same  with  the  orange  rate  in  question,  because, 
among  other  reasons,  the  defendants  had  no  opportunity 
to  explain  the  circumstances  under  which  that  tariff  was 
adopted.  The  allusion  to  this  recent  cotton  rate  was  in 
connection  with  a  former  and  higher  tariff  on  that  article, 
which  was  put  in  force  October  3,  1889,  and  was,  therefore, 
a  legitimate  subject  of  comparison.  By  way  of  argument 
and  illustration  the  rates  and  values  of  cotton  and  oranges 
were  contrasted  in  the  sixth  finding.  The  use  of  the  older 
tariff  for  this  purpose  is  not  objected  to,  and  it  is  impossible 
to  see  how  mere  reference  to  the  fact  that  a  later  schedule 
materially  reduced  the  rate  on  cotton  could  prejudice  the 
defendants.  It  was  stated  in  the  same  connection,  and  not 
here  charged  to  be  error,  that  the  gross  value  of  a  ton  of 
oranges  at  $2.00  per  box,  was  $50.00,  and  of  a  ton  of  cotton 
from  $180.00  to  $200.00;  while  the  rates  on  cotton  under  the 
former  tariff  were  not  quite  double  those  on  oranges,  and  by 
the  latter  tariff  exceeded  the  40-cent  orange  rate  only  about 
20  per  cent.  This  change  in  the  cotton  rate  was  not  stated 
nor  could  it  be  understood  to  be  the  essential  fact  consid- 
ered; and  the  elimination  of  the  tariff  objected  to  would  not 
weaken  the  use  of  the  prior  schedule  for  purposes  of  com- 
parison, or  materially  impair  the  accuracy  of  the  finding. 
The  lowest  value  of  a  ton  of  cotton,  $180.00,  compared  with 
$50.00,  or  even  $60.00  for  a  ton  of  oranges,  with  rates  on  the 
latter  nearly  double  those  on  an  article  worth  three  times  as 
much,  might  well  be  thought  significant ;  the  circumstance 
that  a  lower  cotton  rate  is  now  in  force  could  not  be  deemed 
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important.  That  no  substantial  error  was  committed  by  this 
incidental  reference  to  a  tariff  not  strictly  in  evidence  is  too 
plain  for  serious  discussion. 

It  should  perhaps  be  mentioned  that  the  aflSdavit  of  Mr. 
Sorrel  shows  that  he  referred,  in  his  testimony  at  the  hearing, 
to  compressed  cotton,  which  did  not  clearly  appear  from  the 
minutes.  The  present  statement  is  doubtless  in  accordance 
with  the  fact,  but  the  removal  of  this  uncertainty  adds  noth- 
ing to  the  case  except  the  correction  of  a  mere  detail. 

The  third  allegation  is  that  the  Commission  erred,  in  the 
seventh  finding,  by  stating  that:  "As  to  the  lines  from  Flor- 
ida points  of  the  Savannah,  Florida  &  Western  Railway 
and  Ocean  Steamship  Company,  cars  carrying  oranges  north 
generally  return  loaded."  This  language  was  used  immedi- 
ately after  the  following  sentence :  "  The  freight  coming  south 
via  Portsmouth  and  Norfolk  and  via  the  all-rail  line  is  com- 
paratively small,  but  more  or  less  comes  by  the  Ocean  Steam- 
ship Company  via  Savannah."  Defendants  claim  to  be  able 
to  show  that  in  fact  more  than  half  of  such  cars  return  empty. 
With  reference  to  the  lines  other  than  the  rail  and  water  lines 
through  Savannah,  the  Commission  stated  that  "  most  other 
orange  cars  return  south  empty." 

The  finding  actually  made  appears  to  us  as  favorable  to  the 
defendants  as  the  evidence  warranted;  and  if  in  fact  more 
than  half  of  the  returning  orange  cars  on  this  particular  line 
are  empty,  instead  of  "generally  "  loaded,  the  corrected  state- 
ment is  immaterial  to  the  general  scope  and  purpose  of  the 
finding.  The  obvious  design  was  to  show  that  while  one  road 
secured  more  or  less  return  loading,  very  little  was  obtained 
by  the  others.  Whatever  difference  there  may  be  between 
the  record  testimony  on  this  point  and  proof  which  could 
now  be  given,  would  have  no  important  bearing  upon  the 
other  and  controlling  facts  which  induced  the  original  ruling. 
The  same  result  would  have  been  arrived  at  upon  the  assump- 
tion that  this  line  received  no  greater  benefits  from  south- 
bound traffic  than  the  other  roads,  and  its  more  favoraole 
situation  in  that  respect  merely  fortifies  the  reasons  for  the 
conclusion  reached. 
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It  is  further  alleged  that  the  Commission  erred  in  assum- 
ing the  same  distances  from  the  various  basing  points  to  the 
respective  destinations,  whereas  in  fact  there  is  considerable 
difference  in  that  respect ;  and  it  is  also  suggested  that  this 
variation  makes  the  rate  per  ton  per  mile  on  the  Savannah, 
Florida  &  Western  Railway  different  as  to  each  of  these 
places.  This  criticism  is  technically  correct;  but  the  varia- 
tions in  distance  of  these  several  localities  from  New  York 
and  other  northern  destinations  are  so  trifling,  in  comparison 
with  the  long  haul  from  all  of  the  Florida  points,  that  they 
can  obviously  be  disregarded  without  prejudice  to  the  defend- 
ants. Using  the  172  mile  haul  from  Jacksonville,  the  Savan- 
nah, Florida  &  Western  received  1.88  cents  per  ton  per  mile 
for  its  proportion  of  the  old  rates,  and  gets  2.6  cents  under 
the  advanced  rate.  Taking  the  average  distance  from  all  the 
base  points,  which  defendants  now  state  is  197  miles,  the 
figures  are  respectively  1.65  and  2.28.  The  advance  in  one 
case  amounts  to  .72  cents  per  ton  per  mile,  and  in  the  other 
to  .63  cents,  ^a  difference  of  only  nine-tenths  of  a  mill.  Even 
assuming,  what  the  defendants  have  not  asserted,  that  the 
traffic  is  so  divided  between  the  various  basing  points  that 
the  average  distance  is  a  just  basis  of  calculation,  the  change 
in  figures,  necessary  to  correct  the  alleged  error  in  respect  to 
the  rate  per  ton  per  mile,  is  wholly  insignificant.  Besides, 
the  Commission  did  not  find  these  distances  to  be  the  same. 
It  is  distinctly  set  forth  in  a  foot  note  to  the  table  on  page  10 
of  the  report,  that  "  mileage  given  above  is  from  Jackson- 
ville." The  same  note  also  says, "  divisions  apply  from  Jack- 
sonville and  Callahan  only,"  meaning,  of  course,  the  division 
given  in  the  table.  Again,  on  page  12,  in  treating  of  the  pro- 
portions  of  the  through  rates,  the  Commission  used  Jackson- 
ville as  an  illustration,  and  evidently  did  so  for  the  sake  of 
convenience  throughout  the  whole  opinion.  Absolute  accu- 
racy upon  this  point  would  have  required  numerous  and  com- 
plex computations  of  no  value  in  themselves  and  throwing 
no  light  on  the  general  question. 

The  fifth  claim  is  that  the  Commission  was  in  error  in  con- 
sidering the  proportion  of  the  through  rate  which  the  Savan- 
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nah,  Florida  &  Western  Railway  Company  receives,  and  in 
practically  determining  therefrom  that  the  orange  rate  was 
live  cents  too  great ;  and  leave  is  asked  to  show  the  origin  of 
this  division,  the  reasons  therefor  and  its  reasonableness. 

The  affidavits  of  H.  S.  Haines,  vice-president  of  the  Savan- 
nah, Florida  &  Western  Railway,  and  G.  M.  Sorrel,  general 
manager  of  the  Ocean  Steamship  Company,  are  submitted  in 
support  of  this  allegation.  Whatever  may  be  the  origin  and 
reasons  for  the  division  of  through  rates  by  the  defendants, 
they  can  have  no  possible  effect  upon  the  consideration  by 
the  Commission  of  such  divisions  as  they  actually  exist  in  an 
investigation  of  rates  where  all  the  different  lines  concerned 
in  the  traffic  are  parties  and  equally  subject  to  the  provisions 
of  the  law.  But  it  was  specifically  stated  in  the  opinion  that, 
"while  the  complainant  has  no  interest  in  the  division  the 
defendants  make  between  themselves,  and  that  division  does 
not  determine  what  the  charge  to  the  public  should  be,  yet  it 
is  not  without  significance  in  determining  what  are  reason- 
able rates  for  the  whole  distance  on  the  lines  in  question.** 
The  subject  of  investigation  is  the  aggregate  charge  of  sev- 
(»ral  connecting  carriers  for  through  transportation.  Each  of 
them  participates  in  the  service  and  shares  in  the  compensa- 
tion. They  all  agree  as  to  the  proportion  which  each  shall 
receive  from  the  revenue  produced  by  their  joint  operations. 
The  division  of  earnings  under  this  arrangement  is  an  inci- 
dent of  the  traffic  which  may  properly  be  noticed.  It  is  per- 
tinent to  the  inquiry.  As  an  independent  fact  it  determines 
nothing,  but  it  has  some  bearing  and  significance  and  may 
fairly  be  taken  into  account  in  forming  a'  judgment  upon  the 
whole  case.  Our  condemnation  of  the  advanced  rate  in 
question  did  not  result  solely  from  the  evidence  relating  to 
its  division,  although  the  large  proportion  allowed  to  the 
Savannah,  Florida  &  Western  was  not  without  influence  in 
that  direction.  It  was  one  of  the  reasons  for  considering 
that  rate  unreasonable,  and  in  so  regarding  it  no  error  was 
committed. 

The  sixth  charge  is  that  the  Commission  did  not  give  due 
weight  to  the  circumstances  that  lumber,  naval  stores  and 
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fertilisers  formed  more  than  half  the  entire  tonnage  of  the 
Savannah,  Florida  &  Western,  and  that  the  cost  of  hauling 
these  articles  are  so  moderate  as  to  account  for  the  compara- 
tively low  average  of  expense  to  this  road  in  carrying  a  ton 
of  freight  a  mile.  This  allegation  simply  assumes  error. 
The  statement  put  in  evidence,  as  part  of  the  testimony  of 
the  general  freight  agent  of  that  company,  and  which  is 
included  in  the  sixth  finding  of  the  Commission,  shows  the 
number  of  tons  of  all  the  principal  articles  transported  by 
that  company  during  the  year  ending  June  30,  1890,  to  be 
1,099,460,  of  which  358,672  tons  were  lumber  and  wood,  136,- 
121  tons  naval  stores,  and  65,652  tons  fertilizers,  or  an  aggre- 
gate of  560,445  tons.  This  statement  was  before  the  Commis- 
sion and  was  duly  considered,  as  was  also  the  table  on  page 
11  of  the  opinion,  stated  to  have  been  made  up  from  reports 
of  the  defendant  companies  of  the  receipts  and  estimated 
cost  of  carriage  per  ton  per  mile  during  the  fiscal  years  end- 
ing in  1889  and  1890.  By  that  table  the  Commission  was 
informed,  among  other  things,  that  the  Savannah,  Florida  & 
Western  received  for  carrying  a  ton  a  mile  during  the  year  end- 
ing in  1890,  over  and  above  estimated  cost,  4.13  mills,  and  that, 
counting  the  Atlantic  Coast  Line  roads  as  one  and  the  Wash- 
ington Southern  roads  as  one,  it  received  considerably  more 
per  ton  above  estimated  cost  than  either  the  Bichmond, 
Fredericksburg  &  Potomac,  Philadelphia,  Wilmington  &  Bal- 
timore, Baltimore  &  Potomac,  Washington  Southern,  Penn- 
sylvania or  Florida  Central  &  Peninsular  roads,  and  was 
only  exceeded  by  the  Seaboard  &  Roanoke,  Atlantic  Coast 
Line  roads,  and  by  the  Charleston  &  Savannah,  under  the 
same  management  as  its  own;  while  it  was  under  a  greater 
est'anated  cost  of  carrying  a  ton  a  mile  than  the  Kichmond, 
Fredericksburg  &  Potomac,  Washington  Southern,  Pennsyl- 
yania,  Charleston  &  Savannah  or  Atlantic  Coast  Line  roads, 
and  such  cost  was  only  exceeded  by  the  Florida  Central  & 
Peuinsuljir,  Baltimore  <fe  Potomac,  Philadelphia,  Wilmington 
tfe  Baltimore  and  Seaboard  &  Eoanoke. 

The  fact  that  such  cost  was  comparatively  low  is  entitled 
to  much  consideration,  but  cannot  be  controlling  in  the  light 
of  information  afforded  by  this  table.     This  estimated  cost 
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was  deducted  from  the  rate  per  ton  per  mile,  received  by  this 
company  from  its  proportion  of  the  orange  rate,  to  show  how 
much  above  estimated  general  cost  that  proportion  was.  (See 
page  12).  In  this  connection  the  Commission  took  occasion 
to  say,  that  "  no  definite  and  reliable  data  are  furnished  as  to 
the  actual  cost  to  the  carrier  of  the  orange  traflSc."  (Page  13). 
Qualified  by  this  statement  it  was  quite  suitable  to  use  the 
estimated  cost  for  purposes  of  illustration,  and  any  inferences 
to  which  it  led  were  clearly  legitimate.  The  character  of  the 
commodities  making  up  the  gross  tonnage  of  this  road,  the 
revenue  derived  from  the  transportation  and  the  relation  of 
the  orange  income  to  its  other  earnings,  were  fully  and  care- 
fully considered ;  and  the  Commission,  as  they  still  believe, 
were  sufficiently  impressed  by  the  evidence  in  that  regard. 
The  proof  upon  this  point  was  persuasive,  but  not  convinc- 
ing. Against  it  was  other  testimony  deemed  more  weighty 
and  conclusive.  Nor  does  it  appear  that  anything  new  can 
be  shown  or  said  on  this  branch  of  the  case.  All  that  id  now 
claimed  or  suggested  was  brought  to  our  attention  in  the  orig- 
inal proceeding.  A  rehearing  would  only  reiterate  the  facts 
and  repeat  the  argument.  They  were  thoroughly  considered 
before  and  the  opinion  then  formed  is  unchanged  by  further 
reflection.  We  are  satisfied  that  this  allegation  of  error  can- 
not be  sustained. 

The  seventh  error  complained  of  relates  to  the  perishabil- 
ity of  Florida  oranges  as  compared  with  those  produced  in 
California  and  the  Mediteranean  countries.  Several  affidav- 
its, including  those  showing  payment  of  damages,  were  pre- 
sented by  the  petitioning  defendants  in  support  of  this  con- 
tention. They  are  all  to  the  eflfect  that  the  Florida  orange  is  a 
rich  and  tender  fruit,  so  delicate  in  its  nature  that  it  must  be 
carried  with  unusual  speed,  and  will  not  endure  the  same 
delays  in  transportation  and  handling  as  the  California  or 
imported  orange.  An  instance  is  given  where  a  steamer 
towed  a  vessel  in  distress  to  Norfolk,  which  caused  her  voy- 
age to  New  York  to  be  extended  less  than  48  hours,  yet 
claims  were  made  by  consignees  of  oranges  on  the  ground 
that  they  were  damaged  by  delay.  Conceding  that  Florida 
oranges  are  more  perishable  than  those  raised  on  the  Pacific 
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coast  or  near  the  Mediterranean  Sea,  there  does  not  appear 
to  be  serious  variation  from  fact  in  the  report  of  the  Commis- 
sion. Upon  this  point  the  following  language  was  used: 
"  Moreover,  it  does  not  appear  that  the  rapid  service  and  spe- 
cial agencies  employed  in  the  carriage  of  oranges  are  neces- 
sarily required  by  the  nature  of  the  commodity.  While  spoken 
of  as  *  perishable '  in  the  testimony  of  the  carriers,  it  is  evi- 
dent that  this  characterization  is  correct  only  to  a  limited 
extent.  As  is  well  known,  oranges  in  considerable  quantities 
are  shipped  by  rail  across  the  continent,  and  brought  here 
also  in  numerous  cargoes  by  slow  vessels  from  the  Mediter- 
ranean and  other  countries.  It  is  an  exceptionally  hardy 
fruit  and  well  adapted  to  long  transportation."  When  read 
in  connection  with  what  is  stated  further  on  in  the  opinion, 
this  cannot  be  held  to  mean  that  no  rapid  service  and  none 
of  these  special  facilities  are  required  for  the  traffic  in  ques- 
tion ;  but  the  dominant  thought  expressed  is  that  competition 
between  the  lines  for  this  great  and  growing  business  has 
been  largely  instrumental  in  bringing  the  service  to  its  present 
state  of  efficiency.  All  fruit  is  more  or  less  perishable.  The 
term  is  relative,  and  was  understood  to  indicate  comparative 
qualities.  That  contrast  with  other  kinds  of  fruit  was  intended 
is  put  beyond  question  by  the  language  used  in  the  second 
sentence  after  the  above  quotation,  to  wit:  "In  general  desir- 
ability as  freight  it  differs  widely  from  those  more  delicate 
and  short-lived  products  which  must  be  speedily  consumed 
after  they  are  gathered  and  which  from  their  inherent  quali- 
ities,  are  ordinarily  rendered  valueless  by  accident  or  delay 
in  transit."  Not  even  the  defendants  will  contend  that  the 
Florida  orange  is  as  perishable  as  the  Florida  strawberry. 
It  is  quite  immaterial  in  this  proceeding  whether  the  Florida 
orange  is  or  is  not  as  hardy  and  well  adapted  to  long  trans- 
portation as  the  California  or  Mediterranean  orange.  If  it  is 
in  fact  exceptionally  hardy  and  well  adapted  to  long  trans- 
portation as  compared  with  other  fruits^  the  statement  was 
correct  and  there  is  no  error  in  the  finding.  The  fact  that 
Florida  oranges  are  carried  in  large  quantities  by  water 
routes  a  thousand  miles  long,  is  a  sufficient  answer  to  the 
charge  now  under  consideration.     Here  are  several  different 
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lines  in  rivalry  for  this  patronage.  One  is  the  quick  all  rail 
line;  others  go  by  rail  and  water  through  Savannah  and 
Portsmouth ;  others  still  by  river  and  ocean  from  Florida 
ports.  They  differ  in  their  facilities  and  in  the  length  of 
time  required  for  reaching  a  common  market.  All  these  car- 
riers were  parties  to  the  proceeding.  All  of  them  agree  as  to 
the  difference  which  shall  exist  between  rates  over  their 
respective  routes.  All  render  special  service  in  competition 
with  each  other.  Yet  under  this  arrangement  the  water  lines 
get  a  share  of  the  business  which  warrants  their  continued 
efforts  to  secure  it,  and  indicates  their  ability  to  carry  and 
deliver  the  traflSc  in  satisfactorv  condition.  The  situation 
illustrates  the  legitimacy  of  competition  in  facilities  and  ser- 
vice, as  compared  with  the  frequently  illegitimate  and  always 
fickle  competition  of  unequalized  and  unstable  rates. 

It  occurs  to  us,  also,  that  the  argument  based  upon  this 
claim  of  extreme  perishability  loses  much  of  its  force,  in  view 
of  the  small  amount  paid  for  damages  occasioned  by  loss  or 
delay  in  transit.  Compared  with  the  volume  of  this  traffic 
and  the  large  revenue  which  it  produces,  the  sums  refunded 
to  injured  shippers  appear  quite  insignificant.  On  two  years 
business  the  total  damages  paid  by  the  Savannah,  Florida  & 
Western,  for  which  it  was  wholly  responsible,  appear  to  be 
less  than  $800 ;  yet  during  that  period  it  carried  at  least 
125,000  tons  of  oranges,  on  which  its  charges  were  nearly 
half  a  million  of  dollars.  Tested  by  this  standard,  which 
gives  some  indication  of  the  hazard  attending  its  transporta- 
tion, this  article  does  not  seem  to  be  exceptionally  fragile  or 
its  carriage  unusually  precarious. 

The  eighth  ground  relied  upon  is  not  so  much  an  assign- 
ment of  error  as  an  application  to  introduce  evidence  show- 
ing that  the  conditions  affecting  the  transportation  of  oranges 
by  rail  to  New  York  and  Chicago,  respectively,  are  substan- 
tially the  same.  We  are  unable  to  see  the  material  bearing 
of  testimony  to  that  effect,  for  the  fact  might  be  admitted 
without  aiding  the  defendants  or  leading  to  any  different  con- 
clusion. Whatever  may  be  the  similarity  in  other  respects 
between  the  raih'oads  running  from  Florida  to  the  noiihwest. 
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and  those  by  which  her  productions  reach  northeastern  des- 
tinations, the  latter  are  operated  against  water  competition 
to  which  the  former  are  not  subjected.  But  even  if  this  mod- 
ifying feature  were  absent,  the  comparison  proposed  would 
be  of  little  value  and  can  safely  be  excluded. 

The  remaining  assignment  of  error  relates  to  that  provis- 
ion in  the  original  order  which  awards  reparation  for  injuries 
resulting  from  the  advance  of  rates  in  November,  1890,  so  far 
as  that  advance  was  adjudged  to  be  unlawful.  The  conten- 
tion of  the  petitioners  that  some  intimation  was  made  during 
the  trial,  to  the  effect  that  such  a  requirement  would  not  be 
imposed  upon  the  carriers,  is  not  sustained  by  the  stenogra- 
pher's minutes  or  by  the  recollection  of  the  only  present 
member  of  the  Commission  who  attended  the  hearing.  The 
record  discloses  no  remark  or  observation  which  accords  with 
this  alleged  understanding.  The  demand  for  damages  was. 
plainly  asserted  in  the  complaint,  and  unmistakably  insisted 
upon  while  it  was  under  investigation.  In  the  brief  of  com* 
plainants'  counsel,  which  was  served  upon  the  opposing  attor- 
neys before  theirs  was  submitted,  the  question  of  reparation 
was  discussed  at  considerable  length;  but  the  answering 
argument,  while  setting  forth  several  reasons  against  the 
allowance  of  any  such  claim,  contains  no  suggestion  that  its 
consideration  was  unexpected,  or  that  its  reiteration  was  a 
surprise.  The  direction  for  restitution  was  the  logical  out- 
come of  the  main  determination,  and  obviously  necessary  to 
a  complete  and  consistent  decision.  The  circumstance  that 
the  nominal  complainant  was  not  a  shipper,  and  therefore 
had  no  pecuniary  interest  in  the  controversy,  does  not  affect 
the  principle  involved,  nor  make  unsuitable  a  ruling  which 
fixes  the  basis  of  reparation  to  those  who  have  paid  unlawful 
charges.  If  the  position  of  the  petitioners  upon  this  point 
is  sound,  no  injury  to  them  can  result  from  the  order,  for 
they  will  be  entitled  to  a  jury  trial  upon  the  issue  to  which  it 
relates.  On  the  other  hand,  a  failure  to  pass  upon  the  ques- 
tion of  damages  in  this  proceeding  might  embarrass  or  defeat 
the  prosecution  of  claims  by  those  whom  the  defendants 
have  compelled  to  pay  the  unauthorized  rates.    Nothing  upon 
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this  proposition  need  be  added  to  the  language  used  by  us 
in  a  recent  decision,  except  to  say  that  this  case  was  brought 
subsequent  to  the  amendment  therein  referred  to. 

"A  procedure  for  the  enforcement  of  lawful  orders  of  the 
Commission,  founded  upon  controversies  requiring  trial  by 
jury,  having  been  provided  by  the  amendment  of  March  2, 

1889,  of  the  sixteenth  section  of  the  Act  to  regulate  com- 
merce, it  is  the  duty  of  the  Commission  to  pass  upon  the 
question  of  reparation  for  past  dapiages  whenever  a  claim  is 
made  therefor."  Macloon  v.  Chicago  &  Northwestern  R'y 
Co.,  5  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  84;  3  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  711. 

We  have  thus  reviewed  the  alleged  errors  and  mistakes 
in  the  report  and  opinion  heretofore  announced  in  this  case, 
and  are  unable  to  find  in  them  any  tenable  ground  for  reopen- 
ing the  investigation.  While  some  of  the  statements  included 
in  the  various  findings  are  technically  incorrect,  the  varia- 
tions from  exact  figures  and  actual  facts  are  quite  insufficient 
to  occasion  serious  misgiving.  The  discrepancies  pointed 
out  are  trifling  in  character  and  inconclusive  upon  any  mate- 
rial issue.  All  that  is  now  claimed  by  the  petitioners  may 
be  conceded  without  varying  the  essential  features  of  the 
controversy  or  in  anywise  disturbing  the  original  conclusion. 
The  circumstance  that  the  tariff  in  force  prior  to  November, 

1890,  was  maintained  by  the  defendants  for  several  years, 
during  which  period  the  traffic  largely  increased  and  most  of 
these  special  facilities  were  provided,  with  no  satisfactory 
explanation  of  the  great  advance  ordered  at  that  time,  far 
outweighs,  in  our  judgment,  all  the  mistakes  and  errors 
alleged  to  have  been  committed.  So  far  from  leading  us  to 
question  the  correctness  of  our  former  decision,  we  are 
rather  confirmed  in  our  belief  of  its  substantial  justice.  The 
thorough  re-examination  of  the  case  which  this  application 
has  induced  increases  our  conviction  that  the  action  of  the 
carriers  in  making  that  advance,  except  to  the  extent  which 
received  our  sanction,  was  from  the  beginning  unreasonable 
in  fact  and  therefore  contrary  to  law.  Giving  due  regard  to 
all  that  is  now  suggested,  and  taking  into  account  the  cor- 
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rectecl  and  supplemental  facts  which  a  rehearing  might  fur- 
nish, we  remain  unshaken  in  our  confidence  that  the  rate 
already  allowed  affords  adequate  compensation  for  the  ser- 
vices rendered,  and  find  no  reason  for  supposing  that  another 
trial  would  alter  our  opinion. 

The  application  must  be  denied. 


WILLIAM  H.  HARVEY  V.  LOUISVILLE  &  NASHVILLE  li.  R.  CO.    153 

WILLIAM  H.  HARVEY  v.  THE  LOUISVILLE  &  NASH 

VILLE  KAILROAD  COMPANY. 


Complaint  filed  December  21,  1889.— Testimony  taken  April  29,  1891.— 

Decided  February  12,  1892. 


The  action  of  the  defendant  In  granting  to  members  of  the  City  Council  of 
New  Orleans  and  the  clerk  of  that  body,  on  account  of  their  official  posi- 
tions,  free  transportation  as  passengers  over  all  or  some  i)ortion  of  its 
interstate  lines,  violates  the  Act  to  regulate  commerce,  s^id  is  unlawful. 
Case  of  Boston  &,  Maine  liailroad  Company  approved  and  followed. 

Ji.  L.  Tullis^  for  complainant. 
T,  L.  Bayiiey  for  defendant. 

REPORT  AND  OPINION  OF  THE  COMMISSION. 

Knapp,  Cmnviissioner  : 

The  complainant  in  this  proceeding,  William  H.  Harvey, 
accuses  the  Louisville  &  Nashville  Bailroad  Company  of 
violating  the  Act  to  regulate  commerce,  by  granting  to  mem- 
bers of  the  City  Council  of  the  city  of  New  Orleans,  and  to 
the  Clerk  of  that  body,  free  transportation  as  passengers  over 
all  or  some  portion  of  its  interstate  lines.  No  answer  was 
filed  by  the  defendant,  and  no  witnesses  called  by  it  on  the 
hearing.  The  testimony  in  support  of  the  complaint  was 
taken  by  deposition  and  is  wholly  uncontradicted.  The  mate- 
rial facts  established  are  as  follows : 

FINDINGS   OF   FACT. 

1.  The  complainant  is  a  citizen  of  the  United  States  and  a 
resident  of  the  city  of  New  Orleans  in  the  State  of  Louisiana. 

2.  The  defendant  is  a  common  carrier  operating  various 
connecting  lines  of  railway  in  the  States  of  Louisiana,  Missis- 
sippi, Alal)ama  and  elsewhere,  and  thereby  engaged  in  inter- 
state commerce. 
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3.  For  some  years,  at  least,  it  has  been  the  custom  of  the 
defendant,  in  common  with  other  railroads,  to  give  free  passes 
between  points  in  different  States,  to  various  state  and  city 
officials,  members  of  legislative  bodies  and  other  public 
officers ;  and  such  free  passes  were  granted  to  and  used  by 
members  of  the  City  Council  of  the  city  of  New  Orleans,  and 
the  Clerk  of  that  body,  in  1889  and  1890,  and  down  to  the 
time  of  the  hearing  herein  in  April,  1891.  The  passes  issued 
to  these  latter  persons  entitled  the  holders  thereof  to  free 
carriage  as  passengers  to  and  between  all  places  on  defend- 
ant's road  from  New  Orleans,  in  the  State  of  Louisiana,  to 
Mobile,  in  the  State  of  Alabama. 

4.  The  free  transportation  thus  given  was  not  connected 
with  any  business  or  commercial  relations  between  the 
defendant  and  the  respective  persons  so  carried  without 
charge,  but  was  purely  complimentary  in  each  case,  and 
granted  solely  on  account  of  their  official  positions. 

5.  The  passes  in  question  appear  to  have  been  mainly  used 
for  incidental  and  pleasure  travel,  but  they  were  equally 
available  for  other  purposes  and  secured  to  the  holders  free 
carriage  in  defendant's  cars  whenever  they  desired  it. 

CONCLUSIONS. 

The  recent  investigation  of  a  similar  complaint  against 
The  Boston  &  Maine  Railroad  Company,  5  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  69 ; 
3  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  717,  resulted  in  a  report  and  opinion 
which  determines  the  decision  in  this  proceeding.  The  con- 
clusions set  forth  in  that  report  were  deliberately  reached 
and  express  the  settled  convictions  of  the  Commission.  So 
far  as  we  are  concerned  the  question  involved  is  no  longer 
open  to  discussion.  Our  construction  of  section  2  of  the  Act 
to  regulate  commerce  is,  "  that  where  the  service  by  the  car- 
rier subject  to  the  Act  is  *like  and  contemporaneous'  for 
different  passengers,  the  charge  to  one  of  a  greater  or  less 
compensation  than  to  another  constitutes  unjust  discrimina- 
tion and  is  unlawful,  unless  the  charge  of  such  greater  or  less 
compensation  is  allowed  under  the  exceptions  provided  in 
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section  22 ;  and  that  where  the  traffic  is  '  under  substantially 
similar  circumstances  and  conditions '  in  ot/ter  respects,  it  is 
not  rendered  dissimilar  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute  by 
the  fact  that  such  passengers  hold  unlike  or,  as  sometimes 
termed,  unequal  official,  social,  or  business  positions,  or 
belong  to  different  classes  as  they  ordinarily  exist  in  a  com- 
munity, or  are  arbitrarily  created  by  the  carrier." 

The  fundamental  and  pervading  purpose  of  the  law  is 
equality  of  treatment.  It  assumes  that  the  railroads  are 
engaged  in  a  public  service,  and  requires  that  service  to  be 
impartially  rendered.  It  asserts  the  right  of  every  citizen  to 
use  the  agencies  which  the  carrier  provides  on  equal  terms 
with  all  his  fellows,  and  finds  an  invasion  of  that  right  in 
every  unauthorized  exemption  from  charges  commonly 
imposed.  No  form  of  favoritism  and  no  species  of  partial- 
ity seems  more  odious  or  indefensible  than  that  which  accords 
to  personal  influence  or  public  station  privileges  not  enjoyed 
by  the  community  at  large.  The  free  carriage  of  certain  per- 
sons merely  because  they  occupy  official  positions  or  have 
acquired  some  measure  of  distinction,  offends  the  rudest 
conception  of  equality,  and  contravenes  alike  the  policy 
and  the  provisions  of  the  statute.  The  practices  complained 
of  in  this  proceeding  are  illegal,  and  must  receive  our  con- 
demnation. 

The  order  of  the  Commission  is  that  the  defendant  forth- 
with cease  and  desist  from  granting  free  passes  or  otherwise 
furnishing  free  transportation  over  its  interstate  lines,  except 
as  provided  in  the  twenty-second  section  of  the  Act. 
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THE  LINCOLN  CREAMERY  v.  THE  UNION  PACIFIC 

RAILWAY  COMPANY. 


Complaint  filed  February  14,  1891.— Answer  filed  March  9,  1891.— Heard  at 
Topeka,  Kansas,  June  16, 1891.— Decided  February  13, 1892. 


1.  On  complaint  of  an  unreasonable  rate  on  butter  in  less  than  carloads 

from  Lincoln,  Kansas,  to  Denver,  Colorado,  it  appeared  that  defend- 
ant's line  between  those  points  runs  through  a  sparsely  populated  coun- 
try, furnishing  comparatively  little  business  to  the  carrier,  and  also 
that  the  rate  is  common  to  numerous  towns  of  importance  at  an  equal  or 
greater  distance  from  Denver,  and  is  maintained  by  all  the  roads 
extending  into  that  territory ;  Held,  that  the  charge  complained  of  is 
not  shown  to  be  unreasonable,  nor  does  the  evidence  furnish  sufficient 
reason  for  interfering  with  a  rate  established  by  a  number  of  roads  and 
common  to  many  communities. 

2.  Comparison  with  rates  in  other  localities  where  dissimilar  conditions  and 

modifying  circumstances  are  found,  is  not  sufficient  to  establish  the 
unreasonableness  of  the  charges  complained  of.  Where  no  discrimina- 
tion is  alleged  as  between  points  of  production  tributary  to  the  same 
market,  or  on  account  of  disproportionate  rates  on  different  kinds  of 
traffic  similar  in  character  and  volume,  it  must  affirmatively  appear  that 
the  charges  assailed  are  unreasonable  and  ought  to  be  reduced. 

(7.  B,  Daughters,  for  complainant. 

John  M,  Thurston  and  V.  C,  LocTcvooody  for  defendant. 

REPORT   AND   OPINION   OF  THE   COMMISSION. 

Knapp,  Commissioner: 

The  sole  complaint  in  this  case  is  that  the  rate  charged  by 
defendant  for  the  transportation  of  butter  from  Lincoln, 
Kansas,  to  Denver,  Colorado,  is  excessive  and  unreasonable, 
and  ought  to  be  materially  reduced. 

The  answer  meets  this  charge  with  a  general  denial,  and 
also  alleges  that  the  defendant  is  improperly  proceeded 
against    because   the    initial   carrier   of    the   commodity   is 
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another  and  independent  corporation  which  has  not  been 
made  a  party. 

The  following  facts  are  found : 

1.  The  complainant  is  a  manufacturer  of  butter  at  Lincoln, 
in  the  State  of  Kansas,  a  town  of  about  one  thousand  inhab- 
itants, surrounded  by  a  farming  region  and  having  consider- 
able pasture  land  in  its  vicinity.  The  creamery  has  a  capac- 
ity of  15,000  to  20,000  pounds  of  milk  per  day,  but  at  the 
time  of  the  hearing,  June  16,  1891,  was  using  only  about 
7,000  pounds.  The  supply  is  procured  from  the  territory 
within  a  radius  of  six  or  eight  miles  from  Lincoln.  There  is 
another  creamery  in  the  same  county,  but  at  a  place  some 
twelve  miles  distant.  The  price  paid  for  milk  varies,  at  dif- 
ferent seasons  of  the  year,  from  forty  cents  to  one  dollar  per 
hundred  pounds.  A  quart  of  milk  weighs  two  pounds,  and 
about  four  pounds  of  butter  are  produced  from  a  hundred 
pounds  of  milk.  The  quantity  of  milk  offered  does  not 
appear  to  be  materially  lessened  by  a  reduction  in  the  price, 
but  it  is  probable  that  higher  prices  would  somewhat 
increase  the  supply.  The  largest  quantity  received  in  a  sin- 
gle day  was  15,000  pounds,  but  that  occurred  sometime 
before  the  hearing.  The  falling  off  was  caused  by  the  failure 
of  crops  and  the  scarcity  of  hay  and  grain  in  that  locality, 
rather  than  the  shrinkage  in  the  price  of  milk.  In  what  is 
described  as  a  "good  season"  the  production  of  milk  in  the 
territory  mentioned  is  "equal  to  the  capacity  of  the  creamery. 
The  cost  of  production  is  variable,  depending  on  the  relative 
scarcity  of  feed  and  other  circumstances. 

2.  The  defendant  is  a  common  carrier  between  various 
points  in  the  State  of  Kansas,  and  Denver  and  other  places 
in  the  state  of  Colorado ;  it  is  therefore  subject  to  the  Act  to 
regulate  commerce.  Its  main  line  in  these  States  runs  in  an 
easterly  and  westerly  direction  some  distance  south  of  Lin- 
coln. The  Union  Pacific,  Lincoln  &  Colorado  Railway  runs 
from  Salina  on  the  defendant's  line  westerly  through  Lincoln 
and  by  way  of  Colby  to  Oakley,  which  is  also  on  defendant's 
line.    Traffic  from  Lincoln  to  Denver  goes  west  over  this 
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road  to  Oakley,  and  thence  by  defendant's  line  to  destina- 
tion. The  Union  Pacific,  Lincoln  &  Colorado  Railway 
appears  to  be  an  independent  corporation,  but  through  own- 
ership of  its  stock  or  in  some  other  manner  is  wholly  under 
the  control  of  the  defendant.  The  two  roads  are  apparently 
managed  by  the  same  oflScers,  and  the  business  at  Lincoln 
is  carried  on  by  and  in  the  name  of  the  defendant.  The 
bills  of  lading  and  freight  receipts  exhibiting  the  charges 
complained  of,  which  were  put  in  evidence,  purport  to  be 
issued  by  the  defendant,  and  its  controlling  and  responsi- 
ble relation  to  the  traflSc  in  question  is  clearly  established. 

3.  For  the  last  year  and  more  the  complainant  has  sold 
most  of  the  butter  made  by  it  in  Denver.  It  maintains  a 
salaried  agent  at  that  point,  and  the  prices  obtained  there 
have  been  sufficiently  favorable  to  prevent  shipments  to 
other  markets.  The  amount  shipped  between  the  middle  of 
March,  1890,  and  the  1st  of  January,  1891,  was  about  68,000 
pounds.  The  distance  from  Lincoln  to  Denver  is  457  miles, 
And  the  rate  on  butter  in  less  than  carload  lots  is  $1.25  per 
100  pounds.  In  addition  to  the  freight  on  the  butter  itself 
about  one -sixth  more  is  paid  on  account  of  the  weight  of 
packages.  The  present  rate  has  been  in  force  since  the  com- 
plainant commenced  business,  but  prior  to  that  time  was 
some  10  or  15  cents  per  100  pounds  higher.  Before  institut- 
ing this  proceeding  the  complainant  made  some  effort  to 
secure  a  reduction  of  the  rate  in  question,  but  without  suc- 
cess. 

4.  The  rate  under  investigation  is  made  by  the  Trans-Mis- 
souri Association,  of  which  the  defendant  is  a  member,  and 
appears  to  be  a  blanket  rate  maintained  by  all  the  roads 
from  all  points  in  a  considerable  area  of  country  of  which 
4he  eastern  boundary  is  the  meridian  of  Topeka.  Between 
that  line  and  the  Missouri  Eiver  the  rate  to  Denver  is  5 
cents  per  hundred  greater.  The  rate  from  Lincoln,  there- 
fore, is  the  same  as  from  Salina,  Solomon,  Minneapolis,  Ells- 
worth and  many  other  towns  at  an  equal  or  greater  distance 
from  Denver.     Some  of  these  places  are  reached  by  two  or 
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more  roads  which  compete  with  each  other  for  business, 
while  Lincoln  has  no  such  competition.  All  the  roads  have 
the  same  rates  between  the  same  points. 

5.  The  complainant,  for  the  purposes  of  comparison, 
showed  the  rates  on  butter  between  various  points  in  other 
sections  of  the  country,  as  follows,  viz.:  From  Elgin,  Illinois, 
to  Kansas  City,  Missouri,  a  distance  of  530  miles,  60  cents 
per  hundred;  from  the  same  point  to  Minneapolis,  Minne- 
sota, 400  miles,  50  cents  per  hundred ;  from  Waukon,  Iowa, 
to  Kansas  City,  Missouri,  520  miles,  48  cents  per  hundred ; 
from  the  same  point  to  Omaha,  Nebraska,  485  miles,  54  cents 
per  hundred ;  and  from  Rochester,  New  York,  to  Boston, 
Massachusetts,  431  miles,  35  cents  per  hundred.  All  these 
places,  however,  are  far  to  the  east  of  Lincoln,  in  localities 
much  more  populous  than  the  section  where  the  rate  com- 
plained of  is  in  effect,  and  where  the  volume  of  business  is 
very  much  greater  and  the  conditions  affecting  the  cost  of 
transportation  materially  different. 

Conclusions. 

The  facts  disclosed  in  the  investigation  of  this  complaint 
do  not,  in  our  judgment,  establish  the  unreasonableness  o^ 
the  rate  in  question.  It  is  undoubtedly  liberal,  but  we  are 
not  satisfied  that  it  is  unlawful.  Under  the  present  condi- 
tions of  railroad  operation  in  a  section  of  country  sparsely 
populated  and  furnishing  comparatively  little  business  for 
the  carrier,  we  can  not  characterize  as  illegal  a  charge  of  less 
than  5^  cents  per  ton  per  mile  for  the  transportation  of  but- 
ter in  less  than  carload  lots  from  Lincoln,  Kansas,  to  Den- 
ver, Colorado. 

There  is  no  element  of  discrimination  in  this  case.  It  is 
not  pretended  by  the  complainant  that  rival  shippers  receive 
more  advantageous  terms,  or  that  other  commodities  are  carr 
ried  by  the  defendant  at  relatively  lower  rates.  There  is  no 
claim  of  favoritism  between  persons  or  places;* the  injustice 
asserted  is  not  partiality,  but  exaction.  To  sustain  this  gen- 
eral charge  reliance  is  placed  mainly  upon  the  tariff  itself, 
compared  with  the  lower  compensation  accepted  by  certain 
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roads  in  other  States  for  carrying  the  same  article  a  corres- 
ponding distance.  But  neither  this  illustrative  proof,  nor 
such  other  facts  and  circumstances  as  have  been  discovered, 
seems  to  us  sufficient.  While  we  can  well  understand  that 
the  rate  in  question  is  deemed  oppressive  by  the  shipper,  we 
are  not  persuaded  that  it  exceeds  the  limits  of  legality. 
Where  no  discrimination  is  alleged,  either  as  between  differ- 
ent points  of  production  tributary  to  the  same  market,  or  on 
account  of  disproportionate  rateson  different  kinds  of  traffic 
similar  in  character  and  volume,  it  must  affirmatively  appear 
that  the  charges  complained  of  are  unreasonable  and  ought 
to  be  reduced.  Comparison  with  rates  in  other  localities 
where  different  conditions  and  modifying  circumstances  are 
found  is  not  enough  to  establish  the  unreasonableness  of  the 
rate  assailed.  We  are  constrained  to  hold  that  the  burden  of 
proof  has  not  been  overcome  in  this  case,  and  that  we  are  not 
warranted  in  requiring  lower  rates  for  the  transportation  in 
question. 

It  appears  further  that  the  charges  complained  of  are 
common  to  a  considerable  area  of  country  and  to  numerous 
towns  of  importance  at  an  equal  or  greater  distance  from 
Denver,  and  are  maintained  bv  all  the  roads  whose  lines 
extend  into  that  territory.  The  question  presented  by  the 
complainant  affects,  therefore,  many  localities  and  interests 
which  are  not  represented  in  this  proceeding.  The  investi- 
gation made  by  us  furnishes  no  sufficient  reason,  as  we  con- 
ceive, for  interfering  with  a  system  of  rates  established  by  a 
number  of  roads  and  common  to  many  communities. 

The  complaint  rmust  he  dismissed. 
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THE  DELAWARE  STATE  GRANGE  OF  THE  PATRONS 
OF  HUSBANDRY  v.  THE  NEW  YORK,  PHILADEL- 
PHIA  &  NORFOLK  RAILROAD  COMPANY  et  al. 


APPLICATION  FOR  RE-HEARING. 


Originally  decided  April  13, 1891.— Application  for  re-hearing  filed  May  11, 
1891. — Hearing  on  application  June  22,  1891.— Application  denied 
March  18, 1892. 


Janies  A.  Logan,  George  V.  Massey  and  T.  If,  Bayley 
Browne  for  the  application. 

E,  IL  Bancroft  and  John  C.  Iliggins  in  opposition  thereto. 

memorandum. 

By  the  Commission: 

In  the  report  and  opinion  of  the  Commission,  filed  April 
13th,  1891  (3  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  552)  it  was  decided  (among 
other  things)  that  cei-tain  of  the  freight  charges  by  the 
defendant  companies  upon  market  produce,  ordinarily  known 
as  "  perishable  freight "  were  unreasonable  in  themselves, 
and  a  reduction  in  the  tariff  thereon  was  ordered  of  twenty- 
five  per  centum  upon  some  articles,  and  of  twenty  per  centum 
on  some  others. 

One  of  the  chiims  of  the  complainant  upon  the  hearing  was 
that  the  rates  were  in  violation  of  the  fourth  section  of  the 
Act,  by  reason  of  lower  rates  from  Norfolk,  Virginia,  to  New 
York,  than  from  intermediate  points.  The  fact  was  conceded 
on  the  hearing,  but  it  was  insisted  that  the  traffic  was  not  car- 
ried on  under  simihir  circumstances  and  conditions,  because 
the  Norfolk  business  was  in  the  presence  of  sharp  and  con- 
trolling water  competition.  It  was  thought  best,  under  all 
the  circumstances  of  the  case,  which  was  marked  by  many 
months  of  negotiation  between  the  parties  looking  to  a  set- 
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tlement  of  all  the  matters  in  the  controversy,  that  an  order 
should  issue  as  to  those  rates  which  were  adjudged  to  be 
unreasonable  in  themselves,  leaving  the  question  of  the  effect 
of  the  lower  Norfolk  rates  to  New  York  for  future  determina- 
tion upon  further  proofs. 

Thereupon  the  defendants  filed  a  motion  for  a  rehearing, 
and  claimed,  (1)  that  the  former  testimony  did  not  warrant  a 
finding  that  the  rates  upon  articles,  which  were  ordered  to  be 
reduced,  were  unreasonable  in  themselves,  and  it  was  claimed 
that  the  testimony  to  that  effect,  was  in  view  of  and  limited  to 
the  unsatisfactory  service  which  the  defendants  admitted  had 
been  rendered  before  that  time,  and  which  it  was  said  had 
been  so  much  improved  as  to  be  satisfactory ;  and  (2)  that 
the  deduction  made  by  the  Commission  that  the  rates  were 
too  high,  because  the  earnings  on  the  articles  complained  of 
in  this  case,  between  the  starting  point  and  New  York,  bore 
a  disproportionate  relation  to  the  earnings  of  all  other  traflSc, 
was  fallacious. 

As  to  the  first  objection  which  is  presented  above,  it  is 
proper  to  state  that  while  some  of  the  witnesses  did  say  that 
the  rates  would  be  satisfactory,  if  the  service  was  brought  up 
to  what  it  ought  to  be,  this  is  not  true  as  to  all  the  witnesses, 
some  of  whom  testified  that  the  rates  were  unreasonable 
and  without  qualification.  Besides,  the  question  of  the  rea- 
sonableness of  a  rate  does  not  depend  always  upon  the 
opinion  of  witnesses,  but  is  often  determined,  as  the  Com- 
mission has  repeatedly  said,  by  a  comparison  of  the  rates  gen- 
erally for  the  transportation  of  the  same  commodities,  the 
rates  charged  upon  other  commodities  having  some,  but  a 
more  remote,  bearing  upon  the  question.  Evidence  of  this 
character  is  always  within  reach  of  the  Commission,  in 
its  own  records,  and  the  question  of  the  reasonableness  of 
rates  is  one  which  is  constantly  before  us,  and  when  this  case 
was  under  consideration,  another  case  was  considered  and 
passed  upon,  in  which  all  the  features  of  this  special  service 
involved  here,  were  pressed  upon  the  attention  of  the  Com- 
mission, and  by  the  same  parties  in  interest,  as  are  now  press- 
ing this  motion.  From  a  careful  review  of  the  whole  case, 
which  necessarily  includes  not  only  the  oral  and  other  fcesti- 
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monj  submitted,  but  also  the  evidence  of  records,  which  are 
always  consulted,  we  are  well  satisfied  that  the  result  arrived 
at  was  just  and  fair  to  all  the  parties. 

Upon  the  second  objection  above  stated  to  the  e£fect  that 
the  Commission  made  a  fallacious  deduction  from  the  state- 
ment of  the  earnings  of  all  other  traffic,  it  may  be  said  that 
the  discussion  of  that  subject  was  mainly  by  way  of  argu- 
ment and  for  the  purpose  of  testing  the  reasonableness  of 
the  rates  by  comparison  with  other  traffic,  and  for  the 
same  commodities  between  other  points,  in  which  the  defend- 
ants, or  some  of  them  participate. 

In  support  of  this  second  objection,  the  President  of  the 
New  York,  Philadelphia  and  Norfolk  Bailroad  Company 
has  filed  a  statement,  entitled,  '*A  comparison  of  the  rates 
charged  by  the  New  York,  Philadelphia  &  Norfolk  Bailroad, 
with  rates  charged  by  other  roads  on  similar  articles."  In 
this  statement,  the  rates  are  given  in  cents  per  hundred 
pounds,  and  per  ton  per  mile,  using  for  the  purpose  the 
station  of  Cape  Charles  only,  which  is  the  most  remote  of 
all  the  stations  from  New  York,  being  326  miles  from  that 
city,  and  136  miles  farther  distant  than  the  average  of  all  the 
stations. 

As  was  distinctly  pointed  out  in  the  former  decision  of  this 
case,  the  tariflfs  in  vogue  are  not  made  up  on  all  articles  on 
an  increasing  rate  according  to  distance.  For  the  most  part 
they  are  grouped,  and  the  group  rates  extend  over  a  very 
extended  territory,  in  one  instance  (potatoes),  the  group 
being  more  than  200  miles  in  length,  and  to  which  a  single 
uniform  rate  is  applied. 

Manifestly  in  dealing  with  rates  so  markedly  grouped  as 
these  are,  that  is  not  a  fair  statement  which  is  based  upon 
the  rate  per  ton  per  mile  from  that  station  of  the  group 
which  is  i\\e  farthest  from  the  place  of  destination.  Such  a 
statement  is  worse  than  useless  for  it  is  actively  misleading. 
Comparison  of  rates  may  properly  be  made,  but  a  compari- 
son of  rates  from  a  group  of  stations  should  be  made  from 
that  station  which  is  at  the  average  distance  of  all  stations 
from  the  place  of  destination. 

Upon  the  line  of  the  defendants,  that  station  which  would 
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fairly  represent  the  average  distance  would  be  190  miles  from 
New  York,  and  not  326  miles  as  is  Cape  Charles. 

Assuming  the  mileage  to  be  as  above  stated,  and  taking  the 
article  of  berries,  for  illustration,  the  rate  given  per  ton  per 
mile,  in  the  statement  above  alluded  to  and  filed  in  support 
of  the  motion,  is  but  4  60-100  cents,  figured  on  the  mileage 
from  Cape  Charles.  But  the  rate  on  berries  from  the  station 
representing  the  average  distance  of  all  Peninsula  points 
yields  to  the  carriers  an  income  of  6  63-100  cents  per  ton  per 
mile.  No  further  comment  is  necessary  except  to  say  that 
the  same  fallacy  exists  as  to  the  articles  other  than  berries, 
mentioned  in  the  statement.  A  comparison  of  the  very  lowest 
of  a  group  rate  proves  nothing  ;  the  defendants  would  hardly 
be  satisfied  with  a  comparison  of  the  highest  of  a  group  rate, 
if  it  was  claimed  to  be  controlling  of  the  question,  yet  such 
a  comparison  would  be  quite  as  fair  as  one  made  with  the 
lowest  of  the  group.  A  comparison  of  the  rate  which  fairly 
represents  the  average  of  all  the  group  rates,  is  the  only 
comparison  that  ought  to  influence  the  question  and  it  is  that 
comparison  which  was  made  in  the  former  decision. 

After  making  the  reduction  of  twenty  per  centum  on  ber- 
ries, as  the  Commission  has  ordered,  the  defendants  will  still 
receive,  on  an  average,  5  30-100  cents  per  ton  per  mile,  which 
is  seven  mills  more  than  the  amount  which  is  put  forth  in  the 
comparative  statement  as  the  true  amount  of  income  derived 
from  the  rates  on  that  commodity  before  putting  into  effect 
the  reduction  ordered  by  the  Commission. 

All  the  foregoing  computations  have  been  made  upon  the 
assumption  that  the  distance  from  New  York  to  Cape  Charles 
is  326  miles.  It  appears  from  the  records  of  the  Commission 
furnished  by  the  defendant  companies  that  the  distance  is 
310  miles  only.  If  the  correct  mileage  had  been  stated  in 
the  comparative  schedule  filed,  the  decreased  mileage  would 
increase  the  rate  per  ton  per  mile  above  the  amount  given  in 
said  statement. 

Another  feature  of  the  comparative  statement  and  illustra- 
tive of  its  misleading  character,  is  to  be  found  in  that  part 
which  deals  with  a  comparison  of  the  rates  on  kale,  spinnach 
and  cabbage,  with  their  market  values.     In  this  comparison, 
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the  rates  on  these  articles  are  given  at  20  cents  per  hundred 
pounds,  that  being  the  group  rate  for  all  the  stations  south 
of  Delmar,  the  rates  north  of  Delmar  being  twice  as  great, 
although  the  distance  is  very  considerably  less.  This  char- 
acteristic of  the  existing  tariffs  was  pointed  out  in  the  decision, 
which  only  reduced  the  rates  north  of  Delmar  and  did  not 
interfere  with  the  20  cent  rate  acnvth  of  that  statiop.  It  is 
not  easy  to  see  why  the  decision  shoidd  be  challenged  by  the 
citation  of  a  rate  with  which  it  did  not  interfere. 

The  motion  for  rehearing  is  overruled. 
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(No.  188.) 

THE  TOLEDO  PEODUCE  EXCHANGE,  THE  CLEVE- 
LAND BOAED  OF  TEADE  v.  THE  LAKE  SHOEE 
&  MICHIGAN  SOUTHEEN  EAILWAY  COMPANY, 
THE  MICHIGAN  CENTEAL  EAILEOAD  COM- 
PANY, THE  NEW  YOEK  CENTEAL  &  HUDSON 
EIVEE  EAILEOAD  COMPANY,  and  THE  BOSTON 
&  ALBANY  EAILEOAD  COMPANY. 


Complaint  filed  April  1, 1889.— Answers  filed  April  S6  to  May  4,  1889.— 
Amended  complaint  filed  June  7,  1889. — Answers  filed  June  24  to 
Jidj  12, 1889. — Arguments  filed  by  complainant  June  10  and  August 
26, 1889.— Depositions  for  complainant  filed  September  80,  1889. — 
Hearing  had  September  80, 1889.— Decided  April  6, 1892.    - 


(No.  251.) 

EDWAED  KEMBLE  v.  THE  LAKE  SHOEE  &  MICHI- 
GAN SOUTHEEN  EAILWAY  COMPANY,  THE 
NEW  YOEK  CENTEAL  &  HUDSON  EIVEE  EAIL- 
EOAD COMPANY,  AND  THE  BOSTON  &  ALBANY 
EAILEOAD  COMPANY. 


Complaint  filed  January  18,  1890.— Answer  filed  February  7-24,  1890.— 
Hearing  had  June  6,  1890.— Brief  for  complainants  filed  July  18, 1890. 
—Brief  for  New  York  Central  k  Hudson  River  Railroad  Company  filed 
April  28, 1891.— Decided  April  6,  1892. 


1.  The  Commission  is  a  special  tribunal  whose  duties,  though  largely 
administrative,  are  sometimes  semi-judicial,  but  it  is  not  a  court 
empowered  to  render  judgments  and  enter  decrees.  The  rule  of  estoppel 
by  record,  which  is  at  all  times  technical  in  character  nnd  applies  to 
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April  26,  ]  889,  the  Lake  Shore  &  Michigan  Southern  Rail- 
way and  Michigan  Central  Railroad  answered,  claiming 
that  the  complaint  in  the  facts  stated  therein  shows  nothing 
done  by  either  of  the  companies  in  contravention  of  the -Act 
to  regulate  commerce,  that  all  joint  and  through  tari£fs 
established  or  rates  charged  by  said  companies  respectively 
with  the  New  York  Central  &  Hudson  River  Railroad  Com- 
pany and  the  Boston  &  Albany  Railroad  Company  since 
April  7,  1887,  from  Chicago  and  other  western  points  to 
Boston  and  Boston  points  have  been  duly  published  and  filed 
with  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission,  and  such  rates 
and  charges  are  and  have  been  just  and  reasonable,  and  not 
unjustly  discriminative  against  any  description  of  traffic,  nor 
against  any  person,  firm,  corporation  or  locality,  thereby 
bringing  about  any  undue  or  unreasonable  prejudice. 

Deny  that  respondents  are  associated  together  as  one  line 
of  road,  in  making  and  charging  the  differential  from  Buffalo 
east,  or  that  they  are  party  to  any  arrangement  by  which  a 
differential  from  Buffalo  to  Boston  and  Boston  points  of  only 
two  and  one-half  cents  per  hundred  pounds,  is  charged  over 
New  York  rates,  on  classes  of  freight  below  second  class ; 
deny  that  at  New  York  there  is  a  terminal  charge  of  three 
cents  from  western  points ;  allege  that  circumstances  and 
conditions  exist  which  render  a  higher  through  rate  from 
points  on  the  Lake  Shore  &  Michigan  Southern,  and  Michi- 
gan Central  roads,  to  Boston  and  New  England  points  which 
take  Boston  rates  than  to  New  York  just,  proper  and  reason- 
able ;  that  some  of  such  circumstances  are  clearly  and  truth- 
fully stated  in  the  report  and  opinion  of  the  Interstate  Com- 
merce Commission  in  the  matter  of  the  Boston  Chamber  of 
Commerce  against  the  Lake  Shore  &  Michigan  Southern, 
the  New  York  Central  &  Hudson  River  and  the  Boston  & 
Albany  Railroad  Companies,  decided  February  15,  1888, 
which  report  and  opinion  and  the  facts  and  conclusions 
therein  contained  are  made  a  part  of  the  answer. 

On  the  4th  of  May,  1889,  the  New  York  Central  &  Hudson 
River  Railroad  Company  and  the  Boston  &  Albany  Railroad 
Company  jointly  answered  that  the  complaint  did  not  show 
that  anvthinpj  had  been  done  by  either  of  them  in  contraven- 
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REPORT  AND   OPINION   OF  THE   COMMISSION. 

McDiLL,  Coimnissioner  : 

The  complaint  first  named,  No.  188,  was  filed  April  1, 1889. 
While  it  names  only  the  parties  above  written  as  defendants, 
it  complains  against  all  eastern  trunk  railways  making  freight 
rates  from  western  points  to  Boston,  and  points  in  New  Eng- 
land haying  rates  based  on  the  Boston  rate,  and  especially  it 
complains  of  the  Lake  Shore  &  Michigan  Southern  and  the 
other  roads  named  as  defendants,  and  states  as  the  basis  of 
the  complaint,  the  diflferential  charge  of  five  cents  per  100 
pounds  on  3d,  4th,  5th  and  6th  class  freight,  and  of  ten  cents 
per  100  pounds  on  first  and  second  class  freight,  from  all 
western  points  to  Boston  and  Boston  points  above  rates  on 
same  classes  from  western  points  to  New  York.  It  is  charged 
that  the  Lake  Shore  &  Michigan  Southern  Railway,  the 
Michigan  Central  Bailroad,  the  New  York  Central  Bailroad, 
and  the  Boston  &.  Albany  Bailroad,  while  making  this  differ- 
ential charge  of  five  cents  per  one  hundred  pounds  are  also 
connected  in  traffic  arrangements,  and  make  continuous  lines 
with  the  Connecticut  River,  the  Providence  &  Worcester  and 
other  roads,  as  well  as  the  Boston  &  Albany,  and  that  they 
only  make  and  charge  from  Buffalo  to  Boston  and  Boston 
points,  a  differential  of  2^  cents  per  one  hundred  pounds  over 
the  rate  made  and  charged  from  Buffalo  to  New  York,  on  all 
classes  of  freight  below  second  class,  and  especially  is  this 
complaint  made  as  to  the  sixth  class  which  includes  grain 
and  flour. 

As  a  specification  of  the  result  of  the  rate  making  com- 
plained of  the  following  are  given,  being  combination  rates  : 

Rate  from  Danville,  111.,  to  Toledo  and 

Detroit  is  per  100  pounds 10     cents. 

Toledo  to  Boston  and  New  England 24^       " 


Rate  from  Danville,  111.,  to  Buffalo 15     cents. 

Buftalo  to  Boston  and  New  England 15^       " 


30^ 


C( 
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April  26,  1889,  the  Lake  Shore  &  Michigan  Southern  Eail- 
way  and  Michigan  Central  Bailroad  answered,  claiming 
that  the  complaint  in  the  facts  stated  therein  shows  nothing 
done  by  either  of  the  companies  in  contravention  of  the- Act 
to  regulate  commerce,  that  all  joint  and  through  tariffs 
established  or  rates  charged  by  said  companies  respectively 
with  the  New  York  Central  &  Hudson  River  Bailroad  Com- 
pany and  the  Boston  &  Albany  Bailroad  Company  since 
April  7,  1887,  from  Chicago  and  other  western  points  to 
Boston  and  Boston  points  have  been  duly  published  and  filed 
with  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission,  and  such  rates 
and  charges  are  and  have  been  just  and  reasonable,  and  not 
unjustly  discriminative  against  any  description  of  traffic,  nor 
against  any  person,  firm,  corporation  or  locality,  thereby 
bringing  about  any  undue  or  unreasonable  prejudice. 

Deny  that  respondents  are  associated  together  as  one  line 
of  Foad,  in  making  and  charging  the  differential  from  Buffalo 
east,  or  that  they  are  party  to  any  arrangement  by  which  a 
differential  from  Buffalo  to  Boston  and  Boston  points  of  only 
two  and  one-half  cents  per  hundred  pounds,  is  charged  over 
New  York  rates,  on  classes  of  freight  below  second  class ; 
deny  that  at  New  York  there  is  a  terminal  charge  of  three 
cents  from  western  points ;  allege  that  circumstances  and 
conditions  exist  which  render  a  higher  through  rate  from 
points  on  the  Lake  Shore  &  Michigan  Southern,  and  Michi- 
gan Central  roads,  to  Boston  and  New  England  points  which 
take  Boston  rates  than  to  New  York  just,  .proper  and  reason- 
able ;  that  some  of  such  circumstances  are  clearly  and  truth- 
fully stated  in  the  report  and  opinion  of  the  Interstate  Com- 
merce Commission  in  the  matter  of  the  Boston  Chamber  of 
Commerce  against  the  Lake  Shore  &  Michigan  Southern, 
the  New  York  Central  &  Hudson  River  and  the  Boston  & 
Albany  Railroad  Companies,  decided  February  15,  1888, 
which  report  and  opinion  and  the  facts  and  conclusions 
therein  contained  are  made  a  part  of  the  answer. 

On  the  4th  of  May,  1889,  the  New  York  Central  &  Hudson 
River  Railroad  Company  and  the  Boston  &  Albany  Railroad 
Company  jointly  answered  that  the  complaint  did  not  show 
that  anything  had  been  done  by  either  of  them  in  contra ven- 
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tion  of  the  Act  to  regulate  commerce.  That  all  joint  through 
tariffs  made  since  April  7,  1887,  have  been  duly  published 
and  filed  with  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission,  and  the 
rates  and  charges  thereunder,  are  just  and  reasonable,  not 
unjustly  discriminative,  and  do  not  subject  any  particular 
person,  firm,  corporation  or  locality  to  any  undue  or  unrea- 
sonable prejudice  or  disadvantage  in  any  respect  whatever ; 
nor  do  they  bring  to  any  one  an  undue  or  unreasonable  pref- 
erence or  advantage. 

Deny  any  association  together  of  the  roads  named  to 
charge  the  differential  charged  to  Boston  over  that  charged 
to  New  York,  but  allege  that  tariffs  have  been  from  time  to 
time  filed  and  published,  and  observed,  containing  the  differ- 
ential, and  making  rates  which  are  just  and  reasonable,  not 
unjustly  discriminative,  neither  giving  undue  preference  or 
advantage,  nor  subjecting  any  one  to  undue  prejudice  or  dis- 
advantage. Deny  that  out  of  all  rates  from  western  points  to 
New  York  there  is  taken  a  terminal  charge  of  three  cents  per 
100  pounds. 

Allege  that  circumstances  and  conditions  exist  which 
justify  the  differential,  some  of  which  are  set  forth  in  the 
report  and  opinion  of  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission, 
cited  by  the  other  defendants,  being  the  case  of  Boston  Cham- 
ber of  Commerce  against  a  part  of  these  defendants,  which 
report  and  opinion,  facts  and  conclusions,  are  set  forth  as 
paii  of  its  answer. 

June  7,  1889,  complainants  filed  an  amended  complaint 
which  substantially  is  the  same  as  the  original  complaint  in  all 
material  and  pertinent  allegations. 

To  this  amended  complaint  answers  were  filed  as  follows  : 
the  Lake  Shore  &  Michigan  Southern  Railway  Company, 
June  24,  1889,  the  New  York  Central  &  Hudson  River  Rail- 
road  Company  and  Boston  &  Albany  Railroad  Company, 
July  12,  1889,  but  no  new  issues  are  raised  by  the  amended 
complaint  and  answers. 

At  a  session  of  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission  held 
at  Toledo,  Ohio,  May  24,  1889,  the  Detroit  Board  withdrew 
from  the  complaint  and,  being  permitted  so  to  do,  ceased 
from  that  time  to  be  a  party  complainant. 
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The  case  came  up  for  fiual  hearing  September  30,  1889,  at 
Chicago,  111.  No  one  appeared  for  the  complainant.  Ashley 
Pond,  Esq.,  appeared  for  the  Michigan  Central ;  George  C. 
Greene,  Esq.,  for  the  Lake  Shore  <fc  Michigan  Southern  Rail- 
way. It  appearing  that  complainant  had  taken  some  depo- 
sitions, Mr.  Greene  stated  that  he  had  not  been  served  with 
notice  of  the  taking  of  the  depositions,  but  consented  to  their 
consideration  if  the  evidence  in  the  Boston  Chamber  of  Com- 
merce case  was  also  considered  as  evidence  in  this  case.  On  that 
date,  September  30,  1889,  George  C.  Greene,  Esq.,  telgraphed 
Mr.  Smith,  who  was  complainant's  secretary,  and  in  charge 
of  the  complaint,  asking  if  he  objected  to  the  use  of  all  the 
evidence  taken  in  the  Boston  Board  of  Commerce  case.  Mr. 
Smith  answered  the  same  day  "  I  have  no  objection  to  the 
Boston  evidence."  Later  in  the  day,  however,  but  it  would 
seem  after  the  Commission  adjourned,  Mr.  Smith  telegraphed 
as  follows  : 

"  I  telegraphed  at  six  o'clock.  I  desire  to  modify  it.  I 
have  not  read  the  Boston  evidence,  but  I  ask  that  the  brief 
referred  to  in  my  first  argument  be  considered  as  part  of  our 
case  as  I  then  requested." 

It  seems  to  have  been  the  understanding  of  the  Commis- 
sion  that  the  case  w  as  submitted  upon  the  evidence  of  com- 
plainant with  the  brief  to  which  Mr.  Smith  refers  and  the 
evidence  in  the  Boston  Board  of  Commerce  cases,  and  finding 
subsequently  in  the  record  the  telegram  above  quoted,  Com- 
missioner Bragg,  reviewing  at  length  the  record  and  its  dis- 
closures in  a  communication  to  Mr.  Smith,  used  the  following 
language :  "  If  .  .  .  you  should  come  to  the  conclusion  to 
submit  the  case  for  decision  upon  the  depositions  .  .  .  the 
testimony  in  the  Boston  Chamber  of  Commerce  case,  the 
briefs  of  counsel  on  both  sides  in  that  case  and  the  rates  in 
effect,  please  let  us  know  at  your  earliest  convenience,  and 
if  you  should  conclude  otherwise  we  will  be  glad  to  hear 
from  you." 

On  the  10th  of  May,  1890,  Mr.  Smith  declined  to  submit 
tlie  case  and  asked  that  copies  of  the  arguments  for  com- 
plaint and  brief  be  sent,  which  was  done  and  he  was  advised 
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that  the  case  was  re-opened  for  evidence  and  argument  upon 
the  evidence  when  taken. 

On  the  14th  of  May,  1890,  George  C.  Greene  of  counsel  for 
Lake  Shore  &  Michigan  Southern  Railway  Company  was 
also  advised  of  the  action  above  set  forth. 

On  the  8th  September,  1891,  Mr.  Smith  enclosed  memorials 
of  the  Board  of  Trade  of  the  city  of  Detroit,  the  Produce 
Exchange  of  Toledo,  and  on  October  7,  1891,  the  memorial 
of  the  Millers'  National  Association  of  the  United  States, 
Milwaukee,  Wisconsin ;  also  memorials  of  the  Board  of  Trade 
of  Hartford,  Conn.,  Providence,  R.  I.,  Indianapolis,  Ind.,  the 
Omaha  Commercial  Association  and  the  Board  of  Trade  of 
the  city  of  Peoria.  They  all  ask  an  order  forbidding  the 
further  imposition  of  this  differential  on  all  articles  in  class 
six  of  the  railway  freight  associatio^i  and  claim  that  whatever 
potent  reasons  may  have  existed  in  time  past  for  the  differ- 
ential under  present  conditions  they  have  entirely  lost  their 
force  and  validity. 

That  neither  adverse  grades  nor  curves  nor  distances  in 
New  England  justify  such  additional  charges. 

That  while  originally  the  added  rate  must  have  been  given 
to  the  New  England  roads,  now  it  is  pro-rated  from  the  west 
to  points  of  destination,  and  thus  the  railways  are  charging 
this  freight  on  precisely  the  same  commodities  to  Boston 
from  the  same  points  in  the  same  trains  in  excess  of  the  rate 
to  New  York  and  other  points. 

The  Commission  is  thus  brought  to  consider  the  case  upon 
a  record  of  rather  doubtful  character  as  to  the  evidence 
adduced,  but  upon  consideration,  and  for  reasons  here- 
after given,  are  led  to  believe  that  the  record,  as  it  now 
stands,  presents  sufficient  to  enable  an  intelligent  answer  to 
the  inquiry  raised  by  the  complaint,  which  is,  whether  or 
not  the  arbitrarv  differential  in  rates  between  Boston  and 
New  York  is  reasonable  and  just,  and  whether  it  gives  any 
undue  preference  or  advantage  to  any  particular  locality, 
and  whether  it  is  uujustly  discriminative. 

In  No.  251,  Edward  Kenible  v,  the  Lake  Shore  &  Michi- 
gan Southern  Railway  Company,  the  New  York  Central  & 
Hudson  River  Railroad  Company,  and  the  Boston  &  Albany 
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Bailroad  Company,  the  same  or  a  similar  question  is 
involved. 

This  complainant  alleges  that  he  is  located  at  Boston, 
Mass.,  carrying  on  the  grain  and  flour  business  under  the 
firm  name  of  Kemble  &  Hastings. 

That  the  roads  named  as  defendants  by  joint  arrangement 
form  continuous  lines  from  Chicago  to  New  York  City  or 
from  Chicago  to  Boston  via  Albany;  the  Lake  Shore  &  Mich- 
igan Southern  from  Chicago,  Illinois,  to  Buffalo,  N.  Y.,  a 
distance  by  its  line  of  538  miles,  the  New  York  Central 
extending  from  Buffalo  to  Albany  301  miles  and  thence  to 
New  York  City  145  miles  and  the  Boston  &  Albany  from 
Albany,  N.  Y.,  to  Boston,  Mass.,  201  miles.  That  ever  since 
April  5,  1887,  the  defendants  have  been  engaged  in  trans- 
porting flour  and  grain  by  a  continuous  carriage  from  Chi- 
cago to  New  York  City  and  also  to  Boston,  and  are  subject 
to  the  Interstate  Commerce  Law. 

That  great  quantities  of  flour  and  grain  go  from  Buffalo  to 
New  York,  and  other  great  quantities  from  Buffalo  to  Boston, 
but  as  to  each  the  transportation  thereof  by  the  Lake  Shore 
<fe  Michigan  Southern  Kailway  is  and  has  been  a  like  and 
contemporaneous  service  of  a  like  kind  of  traffic  under  sub- 
stantially similar  circumstances  and  conditions. 

That  as  to  all  these  shipments  from  Chicago  to  Buffalo 
and  thence  to  Boston  the  rates  are  and  have  been  unjust, 
unreasonable  and  unjustly  discriminating. 

That  the  rate  per  hundred  pounds  and  the  rate  per  car- 
load to  Buffalo  on  Boston  bound  flour  and  grain,  has 
exceeded  the  rate  over  the  Lake  Shore  <fe  Michigan  South- 
ern Railw\ay  on  New  York  bound  flour  and  grain  over  the 
same  road,  2  cents  per  hundred  pounds  and  about  six  dol- 
lars per  carload. 

That  it  costs  no  more  to  ship  flour  and  grain  from  Chicago 
to  Buffalo  when  Boston  bound  than  when  New  York  bound. 
That  the  continuous  through  rate  from  Chicago  by  defend- 
ant's line  to  New  York  is  25  cents  per  100  pounds,  or  sev- 
enty-five dollars  per  carload  of  30,000  pounds,  while  to 
Boston  the  rate  is  30  cents  per  hundred  pounds,  or  ninety 
dollars  per  carload  of  30,000  pounds,  and  of  this  excess  the 
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Lake  Shore  &  Michigan  Southern  Railroad  receives  about 
six  dollars  per  carload,  for  no  extra  service  whatever. 

That  three  cents  per  hundred  pounds  is  deducted  from 
New  York  rate  for  lighterage,  so  that  said  Michigan  Southern 
road  receives  $36.08  for  hauling  the  New  York  car,  and  at 
the  same  time  receives  $46.56  for  hauling  the  Boston  car. 

That  the  charge  from  Chicago  and  other  points  west  ol 
Buffalo  and  between  Chicago  and  Buffalo  to  Buffalo,  is  not 
made  to  depend  upon  cost  and  other  legitimate  circum- 
stances and  conditions,  but  upon  the  ultimate  destination, 
whether  New  York  or  Boston.  That  the  foregoing  rates  are 
contrary  to  the  Interstate  Commerce  Law,  and  especially  in 
contravention  of  the  first,  second  and  third  sections  thereof; 
and  prays  an  order  restraining  the  roads  from  doing  the  acts 
-alleged. 

February  7, 1890,  the  Boston  &  Albany  Bailroad  answered, 
Teferring  to  and  making  its  answer  in  the  cases  of  the  com- 
plaints of  the  Boston  Chamber  of  Commerce,  Nos.  61  to  63, 
of  1887,  a  part  of  its  answer  in  this  case. 

Also  alleges  that  Edward  Kemble.  the  petitioner  in  this 
<;ase,  was  one  of  the  committee  of  the  Boston  Chamber  of 
Commerce  in  the  cases  above  referred  to ;  that  petition  being 
filed  July  22,  1887,  and  appearing  in  Interstate  Commerce 
Reports,  vol.  1,  391.  That  on  page  754  of  said  report  is  found 
the  decision  of  the  Commission  dismissing  the  petition. 

That  there  is  no  substantial  difference  between  the  com- 
plaints set  out  in  the  petitions  filed  in  these  cases  and  in  this 
case,  that  no  new  circumstances  are  alleged,  and  asks  that 
the  complaint  be  dismissed. 

February  24,  1890,  the  New  York  Central  &  Hudson  River 
Railroad  Company  filed  its  answer,  declining  to  admit  peti- 
tioner's statement  as  to  petitioner's  occupation  and  the  name 
of  his  firm. 

Alleges  that  the  line  of  the  Lake  Shore  &  Michigan  South- 
ern Railroad  extends  from  Chicago  to  Buffalo,  538  miles, 
there  connecting  with  respondent  from  Buffalo  to  New  York, 
446  miles,  and  at  East  Albany  and  by  the  Boston  &  Albany 
Railroad,  201  miles,  to  Boston,  forming  continuing  and  con- 
necting lines  to  Boston  and  New  York  from  Chicago. 
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Admits  that  since  April  5,  1887,  it  has  been  extensively 
engaged  in  the  transportation  of  flour  and  grain  in  a  contin- 
uous carriage  thereof  from  Chicago  and  that  it  and  its  con- 
necting lines  are  subject  to  the  provisions  of  the  Interstate 
Commerce  Act. 

That  all  the  grain  and  flour  from  Chicago  to  Boston  and 
New  York  by  the  continuous  lines  formed  by  respondent  and 
its  co-respondents  has  passed  over  the  Lake  Shore  &  Michi- 
gan Southern  Railway,  whether  to  Boston  or  New  York. 

Denies  all  other  allegations  of  the  petition  except  that  it 
admits  that  the  charge  from  Chicago  to  New  York  on  sixth 
class  merchandise  is  25  cents  per  one  hundred  pounds  or  sev- 
enty-five dollars  per  carload  of  30,000  pounds.  That  when 
the  service  is  performed  three  cents  per  hundred  pounds  for 
lighterage  is  deducted  before  a  division  is  made  of  the  earn- 
ings for  the  continuous  haul  from  Chicago  or  other  points 
west  of  Buffialo ;  that  the  charge  to  Boston  for  the  transpor- 
tation of  sixth  class  merchandise  is  30  cents  per  hundred 
pounds  or  ninety  dollars  per  carload.  That  the  rate  on  sixth 
class  merchandise  from  Chicago  to  Boston  carried  by  water 
to  points  on  the  coast  east  of  Portland  is  the  same  as  the 
rate  from  Chicago  to  New  York.  Further  answering,  this 
defendant  gives  as  reasons  for  the  difference  in  rates  from 
Chicago  to  Boston  as  compared  with  rates  from  Chicago  to 
New  York  that  such  difference  is  just  and  reasonable  by 
reason  of  longer  distance  from  Chicago  to  Boston,  increased 
cost  of  service  from  East  Albany  to  Boston,  heavier  grades, 
smaller  trains,  greater  number  of  engines,  larger  expenditures 
in  fuel  and  for  train  service,  longer  detention  of  cars,  greater 
volumes  of  business  to  New  York  than  to  Boston,  gi-eater 
storage  facilities  in  New  York,  greater  competition  between 
the  greater  number  of  lines  of  railway  to  New  York,  compe- 
tition of  water  lines  reaching  New  York ;  that  the  lesser  rate 
to  points  on  the  coast  east  of  Portland,  Maine,  is  just  and 
reasonable  and  made  proper  and  necessary  by  reason  of 
competition  of  rail  and  water  lines  reaching  those  points. 

That  all  these  matters  were  fully  proved  and  investigated 
by  the  Commission  in  the  complaint  No.  61  of  Boston  Cham- 
ber  of   Commerce   v,  these  respondents;   No.  62,  Same  v. 
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this  respondent,  and  No.  63,  Same  v.  New  York  Central  & 
Hudson  River  Railroad  Company.  That  petitioner  was  the 
cliief  promoter  of  those  complaints,  verified  the  petitions 
and  should  be  estopped  by  the  opinion  and  decision  upon 
said  complaints. 

February  14,  1890,  the  Lake  Shore  &  Michigan  Southern 
Railroad  filed  its  answer  substantially  similar  to  the  answer 
of  the  New  York  Central  road.  This  case  was  heard  at 
Washington,  June  6,  1890. 

Before  consideration  of  the  evidence  it  seems  necessary  to 
pay  attention  to  the  claim  made  by  all  the  defendants  that 
Mr.  Kemble,  petitioner  in  one  of  the  cases,  is  estopped  from 
maintaining  his  complaint  because  in  the  cases  of  the  Boston 
Chamber  of  Commerce  against  these  defendants  he  was  one 
of  the*  committee  appointed  by  the  Chamber  of  Commerce  to 
prosecute  those  cases  and  verified  the  petitions,  and  subse- 
quently after  investigation  this  Commission  dismissed  the 
petitions.  The  doctrine  of  estoppel  of  record  does  not  seem 
applicable  to  the  case  under  consideration.  It  is  applied  to 
the  record  and  judgment  of  both  general  and  inferior  courts, 
ihe  Commission  is  not  a  court.  It  is  a  special  tribunal 
whose  duties  though  largely  administrative  are  sometimes 
semi  or  quasi  judicial.  It  is  required  to  investigate  and 
report.  The  law  creating  the  Commission  does  not  mention 
its  final  act  as  a  judgment.  It  renders  no  judgment,  enters 
no  decree.  From  these  considerations  it  is  not  believed  that 
the  rule  of  estoppel  by  record,  at  all  times  technical  in  char- 
acter, can  be  invoked  by  the  defendants.  It  is  true  that  the 
conclusive  effects  of  judgments  have  been  accorded  and 
extended  to  the  rulings  of  certain  oflScials  of  the  general  gov- 
ernment when  exercising  functions  which  are  judicial  in  their 
nature ;  as  to  the  decision  of  the  United  States  Commissioner 
of  Patents  in  granting  and  extending  a  patent.  Providence 
Rubber  Co.  v.  Goodyear,  76  U.  S.  9  Wall.  788,  19  L.  ed.  566 ; 
and  to  the  decision  of  the  Comptroller  of  the  Currency  upon 
matters  within  his  jurisdiction  in  respect  to  the  national  cur- 
rency. Casey  v,  Galli,  94  U.  S.  673,  24  L.  ed.  168,  it  will  b© 
found  that  in  such  cases  the  statute  contemplated  the  act  of 
the  officer  as  final,  but  the  whole  scope  and  spirit  of  the 
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"Act  to  regulate  commerce  V  seems  to  stamp  the  report  and 
order  of  the  Commission  as  in  no  sense  final  in  the  sense 
that  the  judgment  of  a  court  is  final,  except  where  the  par- 
ties impressed  by  the  wisdom  and  justice  of  the  order  acqui- 
esce therein  in  cases  like  those  here  under  consideration.  It 
is  therefore  held  that  nothing  in  the  record  of  the  Boston 
Chamber  of  Commerce  cases,  as  compared  with  that  of  the 
case  under  consideration,  estops  Mr.  Kemble  from  maintain- 
ing the  complaint  made  by  him.  Not  only  is  this  believed  to 
be  a  correct  holding  upon  general  principles,  but  it  seems  to 
be  fortified  by  the  additional  consideration,  that  in  the  Bos- 
ton Chamber  of  Commerce  cases  Mr.  Kemble  was  only 
related  to  those  cases  as  a  member  of  that  body  and  one  of 
its  committee,  while  he  makes  this  complaint  individually, 
and  as  a  shipper  and  dealer  in  the  character  of  goods,  which 
he  alleges  is  subjected  to  an  unreasonable  and  unjustly  dis- 
criminative rate.  The  character  of  his  relation  to  the  cases, 
is  entirely  different.  In  the  one  it  is  representative;  in  the 
other  individual  and  personal. 

It  seems  necessary  also  to  determine  another  point  raised 
by  the  record,  which  is  whether  the  evidence  in  cases  of  the 
Boston  Chamber  of  Commerce  shall  be  considered  as  evi- 
dence in  the  case  of  the  Toledo  Produce  Exchange  et  aL  v. 
the  Lake  Shore  &  Michigan  Southern  Railway,  the  Michi- 
gan Central  Railway  Company,  the  New  York  Central  & 
Hudson  River  Railroad  Company  and  the  Boston  &  Albany 
Railroad  Company.  It  is  shown  by  the  record  that  at  the 
time  of  the  submission  of  the  case,  the  agent  of  complainants, 
who  managed  the  case  for  them,  was  not  present,  but  an 
attorney  of  one  of  the  respondents  was  present,  and  his 
attention  being  called  to  certain  depositions  taken  by  the 
complainants,  he  made  known  to  the  Commission  that  they 
had  been  taken  without  notice  to  the  defendant  which  he 
represented.  This  was  a  substantial  objection,  if  insisted 
upon,  but  he  offered  to  waive  all  objection,  if  all  the  evidence 
taken  in  the  Boston  Board  of  Commerce  cases  should  be 
treated  and  considered  as  evidence  in  these  cases.  He  was 
advised  to  communicate  with  the  agent  representing  the 
complainants,   to   ascertain   whether   such   an   arrangement 
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could  be  made  with  reference  to  the  evidence.  He  did  so, 
and  an  agreement  to  submit  as  proffered  was  consummated 
by  telegraphic  communication.  Although  the  record  is  not 
entirely  clear  of  doubt  upon  tliis  point  of  time,  yet  it  seems 
to  fairly  show  that  afterward  and  after  the  Commission  had 
adjourned,  complainants'  agent  sought  to  rescind  the  agree- 
ment on  the  ground  that  he  did  not  fully  understand  it  at  the 
time  it  was  made.  Delays  in  further  action  were  thus 
brought  about  and  much  correspondence  had ;  and  complain- 
ants were  allowed  to  put  in  any  additional  evidence  desired. 
Nothing  additional  was  offered,  however,  except  certain 
memorials  of  boards  of  trade  and  other  commercial  bodies 
being  in  the  nature  of  prayers  for  the  same  action  asked  by 
the  original  complaint.  To  avoid  further  delay  in  a  case, 
already  unavoidably  long  delayed,  it  seems  proper  to  the 
Commission  to  hold  that  the  case  should  be  considered  upon 
the  basis  of  the  original  agreement,  namely:  the  evidence 
offered  by  the  complainants,  including  the  depositions  taken 
without  notice,  and  the  evidence  offered  by  defendants, 
including  the  evidence  taken  in  the  Boston  Board  of  Com- 
merce cases.  As  to  the  propriety  of  this  course  and  as  jus- 
tifying it,  the  following  suggestions  are  made :  The  facts 
shown  by  the  whole  record  are  almost,  if  not  altogether, 
either  admitted  or  established  by  uncontradicted  testimony. 
The  hearing  being  an  investigation  held  for  the  purpose  of 
making  a  report,  upon  which  an  order  is  to  be  based,  the 
ascertainment  of  the  facts  rather  than  the  method  of  their 
ascertainment  should  be  considered.  The  evidence  seems  to 
be  entirely  pertinent  to  the  inquiry  to  be  made,  and  the 
agreement  should  be  maintained,  especially  as  ample  oppor- 
tunity and  time  have  been  given  to  allow  complainants  to 
offer  any  additional  evidence  deemed  necessary. 

Upon  the  record  thus  explained,  the  following  facts  are 
found : 

It  is,  and  for  many  years  has  been,  the  custom  of  the  vari- 
ous lines  of  railway  leading  from  Chicago  and  other  poifits 
between  Chicago  and  Boston  and  west  of  Buffalo  to  make  the 
Boston  rate  by  adding  to  the  New  York  rate  an  arbitrary 
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additional  rate  st^'led  in  this  record  a  differential  of  ten  cents 
per  hundred  on  first  and  six  cents  per  hundred  on  second 
class  freight,  and  five  cents  per  hundred  on  third,  fourth, 
fifth  and  sixth  class  freight. 

The  articles  of  flour  and  grain  are  in  the  sixth  class  and 
subject  to  an  arbitrary  differential  of  five  cents  per  hundred 
pounds  to  Boston  as  compared  with  New  York. 

This  differential  is  based  upon  the  greater  distance  to 
Boston  from  Chicago  and  other  western  points,  heavier 
grades,  smaller  trains,  necessitating  increased  expenses,  the 
train  service  and  other  conditions.  At  the  time  the  differen- 
tial was  established  by  arbitration  the  rates  were  much 
higher  than  now,  and  as  rates  generally  have  lowered,  the 
arbitrary  being  fixed,  the  percentage  has  risen  from  10  per 
cent,  increase  then^  to  20  per  cent,  now. 

The  shipments  here  considered  from  Chicago  to  Boston  are 
made  over  the  lines  of  the  defendants,  namely :  from  Chicago 
to  Buffalo  over  the  Lake  Shore  &  Michigan  Southern  line ; 
and  the  New  York  Central  &  Hudson  Biver  Bailroad  Com- 
pany from  Buffalo  (at  that  point  connecting  with  the  Lake 
Shore  road)  to  Albany  on  the  Hudson  Biver,  and  crossing 
by  a  bridge  over  the  Hudson  Biver  to  East  Albany,  thence  to 
New  York  its  southern  terminus ;  it  also  connects  with  the 
Boston  &  Albany  at  East  Albany,  and  freight  is  carried  on 
the  latter  line  to  Boston. 

The  length  of   haul  from  Chicago  to  Buffalo  via 

Lake  Shore  &  Michigan  Southern  is 538  miles 

From  Buffalo  to  East  Albany  via   the  New  York 

Central  &  Hudson  River  Railroad 301      " 

East  Albany  to  Boston  via  Boston  &  Albany 201      " 

1040      " 
The  rate  from  Chicago  to  Boston  is  a  little  less  than  6  mills 

per  ton  per  mile. 

There  are  a  great  many  rail  routes  from  Chicago  to  Boston 

made  up  of  the  following  lines : 

Michigan  Central  Railroad, 

Lake  Shore  k  Michigan  Southern  Railway, 

Chicago  k  Grand  Trunk  Railway, 
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Grand  Trunk  Railway, 

Chicago  &  Erie  Bailroad, 

Pittsburgh,  Fort  Wayne  &  Chicago  Railway, 

Pittsburgh,  Cincinnati,  Chicago  &  St.  Louis  Railway^ 

Pennsylvania  Railroad, 

Wabash  Railroad, 

New  York,  Chicago  &  St.  Louis  Railroad, 

New  York  Central  &  Hudson  River  Railroad, 

New  York,  Lake  Erie  &  Western  Railroad, 

West  Shore  Railroad, 

Delaware  &  Hudson  Railroad, 

Delaware,  Lackawanna  &  Western  R.  R., 

Canadian  Pacific  Railway, 

Canada  Atlantic  Railway, 

New  York,  New  Haven  &  Hartford  Railroad, 

New  York  &  New  England  Railroad, 

Rome,  Watertown  &  Ogdensburg  Railroad. 

Central  New  England  &  Western  Railroad, 

New  York,  Providence  &  Boston  Railroad, 

Fitchburg  Railroad, 

Boston  &  Albany  Railroad, 

Boston  &  Providence  Railroad, 

Central  Vermont  Railroad, 

Boston  and  Lowell  Division,  Boston  &  Maine  Railroad, 

Cheshire  Railroad, 

Boston  &  Maine  Railroad. 

These  lines  all  afford  to  their  shippers  the  same  rate  as  is 
given  by  the  respondents. 

The  rate  from  Chicago  to  New  York  and  Boston  on  the 
several  classes  of  freight  is  given  below  : 


Class. 

To  New  York. 

To  Boston. 

1st 

75 

85 

2nd 

65 

71 

3(1 

50 

55 

4th 

35 

40 

5th 

30 

35 

6th 

25 

30 
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The  carload  rate  is  as  follows  on  flour  and  grain  (sixth 
class)  30,000  pounds  to  the  car : 

Chicago  to  New  York $75.00 

Chicago  to  Boston 90.00 

The  method  of  division  of  the  through  rate  which  is  col- 
lected as  a  single  rate  from  the  shipper,  is  such  that,  on  a  car 
of  flour  or  grain  from  Chicago  to  Buffalo  bound  to  New  York, 
the  share  or  allotment  of  the  Lake  Shore  &  Michigan  South- 
ern road  is  $41.00,  and  its  share  or  allotment  for  a  similar  car 
to  Boston  is  $46.55. 

With  reference  to  all  goods  or  freight  originating  at  Buffalo 
and  destined  to  Boston  the  differential  is  2^  cents  per  hun- 
dred and  not  five  cents. 

The  lighterage  charges  on  shipments  to  New  York  and 
East  Boston  respectively  are  as  follows : 

To  points  in  New  York  harbor  other  than  New  York  Cen- 
tral Bailroad  Stations,  per  hundred  weight  3  cents  ;  to  East 
Boston  for  export  charges  per  bushel  as  follows  : 

Via  Warren  Line ^  cent 

Other  Lines f  cent 

and  wharfage  charge  of ^  cent  per  bushel 

Lighterage  and  wharfage  charges  are  paid  by  the  carrier 
and  deducted  before  division  of  the  through  rate. 

The  Lake  Shore  <fe  Michigan  Southern  Boad  earns  on  a  car 
load  of  com,  wheat  or  flour  to 

New  York $41.00 

To  Boston '. . . .     46.56 

Difference $5.56 

On  a  carload  of  bacon  to  New  York $45.92 

To  Boston 49.66 

Difference •: $3.74 

A  carload  of  wheat  or  com  from  Chicago  to  New  York, 
30,000  pounds,  pays  $75. 
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Divided  as  follows : 

Lake  Shore  &  Michigan  Southern $41.00 

New  York  Central 34.00 

On  a  carload  of  wheat  or  corn  from  Chicago  to  Boston  rate 
$90.00. 

The  Lake  Shore  earns $46.55 

The  New  York  Central : . . .     26.05 

The  Boston  &  Albany 17.40 

The  receipts  of  grain  and  flour  at  New  York  from  April  1  to 
October  31  in  the  year  1886  were  as  follows  : 

Grain 65,958,263  bushels- 
Flour  3,206,008       " 

For  the  year  1887 : 

Grain 65,492,262  bushels 

Flour 3,373,520       " 

The  bushels  of  flour  and  grain  received  at  Boston  during 
the  year  1886  were  35,865,063. 

Percentage  of  the  total  amount  of  grain  and  flour  received 
at  the  six  great  Atlantic  ports  respectively  by  New  York  and 
Boston : 

At  New  York 52.5 

At  Boston 14.4 

New  York  exported  percentage 47.4 

Boston 10.8 

The  competitive  factors  operating  at  New  York  are  very 
strong.  If  is  the  chief  seapoii;  of  the  United  States.  There 
great  numbers  of  steamship  lines  concentrate.  It  is  the  pre- 
ferred port  for  all  vessels  coming  to  the  United  States.  It 
receives  in  the  season  of  navigation  vast  quantities  of  freight 
by  the  water  routes  and  all  rates  to  If ew  York  are  the  result 
of  a  fierce  and  constant  competition. 

It  is  evident  that  the  real  cause  of  complaint  in  each  of  the 
cases   under  consideration    is    the    arbitrary  differential   to 
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Boston  and  it  is  claimed  that  it  is  excessive,  unreasonable 
and  a  discrimination,  unjust  and  hurtful  in  effect.  The  rate 
to  New  York  has  been  fixed  by  sharp  competition.  Its  great 
natural  advantages  and  the  water  routes  which  serve  it  in  the 
transportation  of  products  have  not  been  sufficient  to  keep 
the  carriers  by  rail,  even  though  originally  built  to  serve  other 
Atlantic  cities,  from  agreeing  upon  a  common  rate  to  that  city 
from  all  points  which  enables  them  in  some  degree  to  share 
the  profits  resulting  from  its  carrying  trade.  The  rate  from 
Chicago  to  New  Tork  has  become  the  basis  of  all  through 
rates  to  other  eastern  from  western  points.  No  attack  is  in 
this  case  made  upon  that  rate  as  unreasonable.  But  for  the 
competition  above  mentioned  that  rate  would  probably  be 
higher.  Neither  shipper  nor  carrier  has  claimed  in  this  case 
that  the  New  York  rate  is  either  too  high  or  too  low.  It  has 
come  to  be  the  fixed  unchangeable  element  that  in  combina- 
tion with  other  sums  make  the  entire  body  of  rates  now  under 
conoideration.  It  is  claimed  that  the  necessity  of  competi- 
tion on  the  one  hand  and  a  due  regard  to  local  and  other 
claims  on  the  other  hand,  years  ago  brought  differential  rates 
into  existence  and  that  their  amount  has  been  determined 
after  a  most  careful  study  of  distances,  cost  of  service,  differ- 
ing seaport  advantages,  the  effect  of  water  competition,  and 
all  the  other  circumstances  and  conditions  which  experience 
has  taught  practical  men  to  regard  as  affecting  the  question 
of  rates. 

It  is  apparent  that  the  New  York  rate  being  the  fixed  quan- 
tity or  base  of  every  rate  under  consideration  an  error  in  the 
variable  quantity  Avill  produce  an  unreasonable  and  unjust 
rate.  As  the  great  commercial  advantages  of  New  York  are 
distributed  and  granted  in  some  measure  to  the  whole  coun- 
try by  making  the  New  York  rate  the  basis  of  all  rates,  so  by 
an  imperfect  or  disproportionate  adjustment  of  the  amount  of 
the  variable,  or  differential  the  place  affected  by  the  particular 
rate  may  be  deprived  of  some  portion  of  the  advantage  fairly 
belonging  to  it  from  its  enjoyment  of  the  base  rate,  and  the 
rate  to  that  extent  becomes  excessive  and  unreasonable  to  that 
locality.  So  it  seems  that  while  the  New  York  rate,  plus 
the  differential,  may  produce  a  rate  that  is  not  in  itself  unrea- 
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Bonable,  standing  alone,  and  not  contemplated  in  its  relation 
to  other  rates,  yet  the  question  of  the  reasonableness  of  the 
rate  depends  upon  the  differential  being  fixed  at  a  just  and 
reasonable  percentage. 

In  the  case  of  the  Toledo  Produce  Exchange  et  al.  against 
the  defendants  the  specific  complaint  is  against  the  differ- 
ential charge  above  the  New  York  rate  on  classified  freight 
from  all  western  points  to  Boston  and  Boston  points,  and 
further  that  while  making  the  differential  charge  of  five  cents 
per  hundred  on  3d,  4:th,  5th  and  6th  class  freight  from  Chi- 
cago to  Buffalo  the  differential  from  Buffalo  to  Boston  is  only 
2^  cents.  No  explanation  of  this  latter  fact  which  seems  to 
be  clearly  established  by  the  evidence  has  been  afforded  by 
any  of  the  witnesses,  and  one  witness  at  least  who  showed 
great  intelligence  and  long  experience  in  rate  making  frankly 
admitted  that  he  was  incapable  of  giving  any  good  reason  for 
it.  Without  giving  too  much  importance  or  prominence  to 
the  fact,  it  may  be  noted  as  having  some  bearing  upon  the 
question  as  to  whether  the  long  established  Boston  differential 
is  in  excess  of  what  it  should  be.  While  Mr.  Kemble  in  his 
complaint  attacks  the  differential  on  the  ground  that  it  can- 
not be  right  for  the  reason  that  it  is  so  distributed  amongst 
the  carriers  in  question,  that  there  is  awarded  or  divided  to 
one  of  the  carriers  more  money  for  carrying  the  same  kind  of 
freight  in  the  same  train  in  the  same  direction  the  same  dis- 
tance over  the  same  line  in  carloads  when  the  car  goes  to 
Boston  than  to  New  York,  thus  giving  to  destination  the  force 
of  a  circumstance  justifying  a  greater  charge  for  an  exactly 
similar  service  and  urges  that  the  differential  is  therefore 
unjust  and  unjustly  discriminative,  yet  it  is  evident  even  in 
his  case  that  it  is  the  differential  that  he  attacks.  In  the  case 
of  the  Toledo  Produce  Exchange  and  others  against  the 
defendants  the  attack  is  directly  made  upon  the  differential 
and  upon  certain  combinations  of  rates  from  western  points 
to  Buffalo  and  thence  to  Boston.  As  to  the  report  of  the  case 
of  the  Boston  Chamber  of  Commerce  v.  the  Lake  Shore  & 
Michigan  Southern  Railway  Company  and  others  it  is  found 
that  while  concurring  in  the  result  reached  in  that  case  which 
was  a  denial  to  Boston  of  "  equality  of  rates  with  New  York 
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for  east  bound  local  shipments  to  Boston  and  that  the  exist- 
ing rates  had  not  in  that  case  been  shown  '  to  be  nnjnst  or 
unreasonable  in  themselves,  or  relatively,'  and  the  petitioners 
had  not  shown  unjust  discrimination  against  Boston  and  in 
favor  of  New  York  by  reason  of  those  rates,"  yet  two  of  the 
Commissioners  expressly  recorded  their  condemnation  of  the 
use  of  an  arbitrary  in  fixing  the  Boston  rate.  They  said  "An 
arbitrary  of  5  cents  per  hundred  is  ten  per  cent  of  a  50  cent 
rate  and  20  per  cent  of  a  25  cent  rate.  The  same  proof  which 
might  show  this  arbitrary  was  just  when  the  New  York  sixth 
class  rate  was  (.0  cents  would  demonstrate  that  it  is  unjust 
now.  No  facts  have  been  shown  which  would  justify  a 
doubled  disparity  at  one  time  as  compared  with  another.  It 
further  appears  that  the  Chicago  arbitraries  of  10  cents  on 
the  two  upper  classes  and  5  cents  upon  the  remaindei  are 
enforced  on  business  consigned  to  Boston  from  all  points 
west  of  Buffalo,  while  at  Buffalo  the  amount  of  the  addition 
is  summarily  reduced  one-half,  .  .  .  the  method  pursued 
by  the  carriers  in  ascertaining  the  amount  of  difference  is 
crude  and  unsatisfactory.  The  result  is  well  named  an 
"  arbitrary,*' 

By  the  use  of  an  arbitrary  sum  there  is  no  proper  propor- 
tion maintained,  if  the  New  York  rate  changes ;  thus,  if  the 
grain  rate  to  New  York  were  fifty  cents  the  present  arbitrary 
would  make  the  Boston  rate  10  per  cent,  greater  and  if  the 
New  York  rate  should  be  15  cents  the  use  of  the  present  arbi- 
trary would  make  the  Boston  rate  33  per  cent  greater. 

The  following  table  shows  the  present  rates  from  Chicago 
to  Boston  and  New  York  and  the  percentage  of  increase  of 
the  Boston  over  the  Chicago  rate : 


Classes 

. 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

To  New  York 75 

65 

50 

35 

30 

25 

To  Boston 85 

71 

40 

35 

30 

Boston  percentage 

Of  N.Y.  rate...  113 

109 

110 

114 

117 

120 

an  average  per  cent,  of  113. 
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In  1882  the  New  York  rate  from  Chicago  upon  the  classes 
as  near  as  they  can  be  ascertained  were  as  follows : 

Glasses. 
1  2  3  4  6  6 

1.00  85  70  60  60  30 

In  the  use  of  an  arbitrary  differential  it  will  be  noted  that 
the  percentage  of  increase  greatly  differed  in  1882  from  the 
present  time. 

The  increments  of  rates  to  and  from  all  points  east  of  the 
Mississippi  River  and  north  of  the  Ohio  are  made  by  a  per- 
centage obtained  with  reference  to  rates  to  and  from  New 
York  and  other  Atlantic  or  seaboard  cities.  The  rates  from 
Chicago  to  New  York  are  taken  as  the  basis  and  the  rates  to 
and  from  other  points  indicated  are  generally  governed  by 
the  relative  mileage  of  such  points  to  the  Chicago  mileage. 
This  relative  mileage  is  sometimes  determined  upon  the 
short  line  distance,  at  other  times  upon  the  long  line  dis- 
tance, and  sometimes  upon  average  distance  of  all  routes. 
It  may  be  also  noted  that  sometimes  constructive  mileage  is 
thrown  in  as  an  element  upon  which  to  compute  the  percent- 
age. 

It  is  ascertained  that  under  the  long  mileage  or  the  aver- 
age mileage  of  all  routes  the  resulting  percentage  of  the  New 
York  distance  would  give  to  Boston  a  higher  rate  than  is 
now  charged  by  the  addition  of  an  arbitrary.  But  it  is 
believed  that  the  general  and  proper  method  is  to  compute 
upon  the  shoi*t  line  distance,  the  cases  of  departure  there- 
from being  exceptional  in  their  character  and  themselves  in 
the  nature  of  an  arbitrary. 

The  short  line  distance  from  Chicago  to  New  York  is  912 ; 
from  Chicago  to  Boston  1001  miles.  The  Boston  distance  is 
accordingly  109.8  per  cent,  of  the  New  York  distance  or  say 
110  per  cent. 

Applying  this  basis  alike  to  all  classes  under  the  custom 
adopted  for  other  rates  the  rates  to  Boston  on  each  class 
would  be,  reckoning  Boston  at  110,  as  follows : 
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Classes. 
12  3  4  5  6 

Chicago  to  Boston ....  82^      71^      55        38^      33        27^ 
Producing     reductions 
as  follows 2^        0  0  li        2  2J 

and  an  advance  on  second-class  freight  of  one-half  cent. 

In  view  of  the  fact  that  relative  distances  are  generally 
considered  in  constructing  rates  it  is  believed  that  the  arbi- 
trary differential  between  Boston  and  New  York  should  be 
abandoned  and  that  the  differential  should  be  adjusted  upon 
the  basis  of  percentage,  and  that  the  percentage  for  Boston^ 
assuming  New  York  rate  as  100,  should  be  110. 

Complaint  is  also  made  that  the  rates  from  western  points 
to  Boston  are  not  in  due  proportion  and  especially  that  cer- 
tain combinations  of  rates  appear  to  be  unjust,  showing  that 
the  combination  through  Buffalo  to  Boston  is  considerably 
less  than  the  combination  through  Detroit  or  Cleveland.  A 
table  here  set  forth  will  show  the  rates  from  several  of  the 
principal  western  points  to  Toledo,  Detroit,  Buffalo,  New 
York  and  Boston. 

GRAIN  RATES  FROM  VARIOUS  WESTERN  POINTS  TO  TOLEDO,  BUFFALO, 

NEW  YORK   AND   BOSTON. 

FROM  |S  2|  £^  %l  ><^  li 

oO        1^.        1^        |«^         ,^         ca 

Oh  !^ 

6thClas86thClas86thClaBs6thCla886thCla886tbCla8S 
Rate.   Rate.   Rate.   Rate.   Rate.   Rate. 

Cleveland,  Ohio ....  8  17^22^ 

Erie,  Pa 6 

Toledo,  Ohio 10  11        19^  24^ 

Detroit,  Mich 10  12        19^  24^ 

Peoria,  111 13        13        17  17        27^  32^ 

Columbu.s,  Ohio ....  9^  9         19  24 

Indianapolis,  Ind . .  10        11         14  13        23  28 

East  St.  Louis,  111..  14        14        18^  18        29  34 

Buffalo,  N.  Y 13  15^ 

Pittsburgh,  Pa 15 

Chicago,  111 9          9        15  15        25  30 
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From  the  rates  given  in  this  table  it  will  be  seen  that  the 
combinations  based  on  Buffalo  produce  lower  rates  from 
western  points  to  Boston  and  New  York  than  a  combination 
of  the  rates  via  Detroit  and  Toledo.     For  example : 

Chicago  to  Toledo 9  cents 

Toledo  to  Boston 24^  cents 

Total 33i  cents 

Chicago  to  Buffalo 15    cents 

i^uffalo  to  Boston 15^  cents 

Total 30i  cents 

Chicago  to  Toledo 9    cents 

Toledo  to  New  York 19J^  cents 

Total 28^  cents 

Chicago  to  Buffalo 15    cents 

Buffalo  to  New  York 13    cents 

Total 28  cents 

Although  the  combinations  through  Buffalo  are  shown  to 
be  somewhat  lower  than  the  combinations  shown  through 
Detroit  or  Toledo,  it  should  be  borne  in  mind  that  the  through 
rate  from  each  western  point  in  the  territory  in  question  to 
New  York  and  Boston,  whether  the  traffic  is  routed  via 
Toledo,  Detroit  or  Buffalo,  is  in  all  cases  lower  than  the  com- 
bined rates  via  either  of  these  points  as  shown  above.  The 
various  combinations  may  be  made  from  the  table,  which  also 
shows  the  through  rates.  It  is  suggested  that  the  share  of 
the  through  rate  accruing  to  the  different  roads  in  the  route 
need  not  be  here  considered ;  the  complaint  involves  the 
whole  rate.  Upon  this  point  attention  is  invited  to  page  20 
of  the  decision  in  the  case  of  The  Boston  Chamber  of  Com- 
merce V.  The  Lake  Shore  <fe  Michigan  Southern  R'y  Co.  et  aL 

"Such  adjustments  may  not  be  on  the  exact  basis  of  cost  of  service  in 
any  case,  and  many  other  considerations  may  influence  the  parties  in  making 
them.     The  fact  may  be,  therefore,  that  the  Lake  Shore  road  and  the  New 
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York  Central  road  may  each  receive  more  in  amount  of  the  through  rate 
to  Boston  from  Chicago  than  to  New  York  for  the  respective  hauls  to 
Albany,  although  the  service  to  that  point  is  identical,  but  the  through 
rates  are  charged  for  the  entire  haul  to  the  final  destination,  and  are  not 
governed  by  the  service  to  some  intermediate  point  in  the  line,  or  where 
the  line  diverges  to  different  destinations." 

The  question  involved  appears  to  be  the  through  rate  as 
affected  by  the  arbitrary  differential,  and  it  is  not  apparent 
that  the  question  of  rate  combinations  are  pertinent  or  prop- 
erly comparable  with  the  through  rate,  except  for  limited 
purposes. 

The  question  of  lighterage  at  New  York  has  been  made 
quite  prominent  in  the  arguments,  and  it  is  urged  that  as 
lighterage  at  New  York  to  certain  station  points  of  the  New 
York  Central  is  3  cents  per  hundred  pounds  and  paid  by  the 
carrier,  that  the  real  rate  to  New  York  is  25  cents  per  hun- 
dred less  3  cents  lighterage,  or  to  the  shipper  22  cents,  and 
that  the  comparison  ought  to  be  between  a  22-cent  rate  to 
New  York  and  a  30-cent  rate  to  Boston,  making  the  differen- 
tial to  Boston  8  cents  and  not  5  cents. 

This  position  is  not  believed  to  be  tenable.  Tlie  three 
defendants  carrying  on  a  continuous  line  made  up  of  their 
three  several  lines  fix  a  through  rate  for  the  shipper.  If 
lighterage  becomes  necessary  to  complete  the  carriage,  they 
pay  it  out  of  the  freight  money  paid  by  the  shipper,  and  then 
divide  or  allot  what  is  left.  The  rate  to  the  shipper  is  25 
cents,  and  it  seems  it  can  make  no  difference  to  him  or  to  the 
public  as  to  the  method  by  which  the  carriers  adjust  this 
common  expense  of  lighterage  in  settlements  between  them- 
selves. 

The  conclusion,  therefore,  is  reached  by  the  Commission 
that  the  arbitrary  differentials  of  five  cents  per  hundred  on 
all  classes  of  freight  below  second-class,  of  six  cents  per 
hundred  on  second-class  and  of  ten  cents  per  hundred  on 
first-class  are  excessive,  unjust,  unreasonable  and  partake  of 
the  nature  of  an  unjust  discrimination  against  Boston  and 
New  England  points  and  against  shippers  of  the  character  of 
freight  included  in  the  six  classes  from  points  east  of  Chi- 
cago and  west  of  Buffalo  to  Boston  and  New  England  points 
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and  that  the  differential  should  no  longer  be  made  by  an 
arbitrary  sum  added  to  the  New  York  rate,  but  that  said  dif- 
ferential should  be  made  by  adding  a  percentage  to  the  New 
York  rate. 

In  the  two  cases  under  consideration  some  reference  has 
been  made  to  the  equal  charges  from  interior  points  to  New 
York  and  Boston  when  articles  are  intended  for  export,  and 
also  to  the  extension  of  the  Boston  rate  to  Portland  and 
points  east  of  Portland,  and  to  the  allowance  of  a  reduction 
to  Boston  dealers  in  grain  and  flour  equal  to  the  excess  of 
the  domestic  over  the  export  rate  to  Boston  when  they 
re-ship  the  same  articles  to  Portland  and  points  east  of  Port- 
land, but  nothing  has  been  determined  as  to  those  matters,  it 
being  deemed  desirable  to  consider  the  difference  in  charge 
to  Boston  in  excess  of  the  charge  to  New  York  alone  and 
upon  its  own  merits,  entirely  disconnected  fi-om  any  ques- 
tions which  might  arise  from  considerations  not  necessarily 
involved  in  an  inquiry  as  to  the  Boston  difference,  styled  in 
this  record  the  Boston  differential. 

It  is  plainly  seen  that  the  effect  of  the  proposed  change 
may  be  far  reaching  and  may  affect  places  and  rates  in  a 
manner  not  now  anticipated  and  it  appears  that  many  other 
lines  than  those  operated  by  the  defendants  are  interested  in 
and  may  be  seriously  affected  by  the  proposed  change. 

In  Bend  v,  Chicago  &  Northwestern  R.  Co.,  2  Inters.  Com. 
Reports,  p.  313,  it  is  said  with  reference  to  the  proposition 
that  the  law  is  satisfied  when  a  rate  is  reasonable  and  fair 
that:  **An  exception  arises,  when  rates  are  so  constructed 
that  injustice  is  wrought  by  reason  of  their  relation  to  other 
rates  notwithstanding  that  the  rate  challenged  may  not  of 
itself  be  unreasonable,"  but  it  is  added  "  The  question,  how- 
ever, of  relative  injustice  .  .  .  must  be  viewed  upon 
broader  grounds  than  a  mere  balancing  of  one  rate  against 
another.  The  entire  field  likely  to  be  affected  by  any  pro- 
posed change  must  be  kept  in  view  and  if  upon  the  whole, 
more  injustice  and  trouble  are  likely  to  result  from  making 
the  .change,  than  from  declining  to  make  it,  the  Commission 
should  hesitate  to  interfere." 

Tho  evidence  is  to  the  effect  that  a  change  in  this  rate  will 
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afi'ect  the  rate  at  a  great  many  different  points  both  eastern 
and  western.  It  would  be  unfortunate  if  in  seeking  to  bring 
about  equaKty  the  result  should  be  to  bring  about  injustice 
and  greater  inequality.  To  the  end  therefore,  that  every 
interest  involved  may  be  fully  protected  and  that  the  fullest 
possible  light  may  be  brought  to  bear  upon  the  question,  it 
is  ordered  that  a  copy  of  this  report,  and  the  conclusion  of 
the  Commission  with  reference  to  the  Boston  differential  be 
served  upon  the  respondents  and  each  of  them  and  upon  the 
other  roads  interested,  namely,  upon  the : 

Michigan  Central  Railroad, 

Lake  Shore  &  Michigan  Southern  Railway, 

Chicago  &  Grand  Trunk  Railway, 

Grand  Trunk  Railway, 

Chicago  &  Erie  Railroad, 

Pittsburgh,  Fort  Wayne  &  Chicago  Railway, 

Pittsburgh,  Cincinnati,  Chicago  &  St.  Louis  Railway, 

Pennsylvania  Railroad, 

Wabash  Railroad. 

New  York,  Chicago  &  St.  Louis  Railroad, 

New  York  Central  &  Hudson  River  Railroad, 

New  York,  Lake  Erie  &  Western  Railroad, 

West  Shore  Railroad, 

Delaware  &  Hudson  Railroad, 

Delaware,  Lackawanna  &  Western  Railroad, 

Canadian  Pacific  Railway, 

Canada  Atlantic  Railway, 

New  York,  New  Haven  &  Hartford  Railroad, 

New  York  <fe  New  England  Railroad, 

Rome,  Watertown  &  Ogdensburg  Railroad, 

Central  New  England  &  Western  Railroad, 

New  York,  Providence  &  Boston  Railroad, 

Fitchburg  Railroad, 

Boston  &  Albany  Railroad, 

Boston  &  Providence  Railroad, 

Central  Vermont  Railroad, 

Boston  and  Lowell  Division,  Boston  &  Maine  Railroad, 

Cheshire  Railroad, 

Boston  &  Maine  Railroad, 
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— and  that  they  or  either  of  them,  or  any  other  carrier  sub- 
ject to  the  law  regulating  commerce,  affected  by  the  proposed 
change,  be  given  twenty  days  from  the  service  of  this  report 
to  show  cause  by  answer  why  an  order  should  not  be  made 
commanding  them,  and  each  of  them,  and  all  carriers 
engaged  in  interstate  commerce  subject  to  the  law  regulating 
commerce,  to  desist  from  charging,  on  all  classified  freight 
carried  by  them  from  Chicago  and  intermediate  points 
between  Chicago  and  Buffalo  to  Boston,  an  arbitrary  differ- 
ential above  the  New  York  rate  of  10  cents  per  hundred 
pounds  on  first-clasa  freight,  six  cents  per  hundred  pounds 
on  second-class  freight,  and  five  cents  per  hundred  pounds 
on  the  third,  fourth,  fifth  and  sixth-class  freight,  and  that 
hereafter  the  Boston  rate  from  Chicago  and  points  west  of 
Buffalo  to  Boston  and  New  England  points  shall  be  made  by 
adding  to  the  New  York  rate  (as  differential)  an  increase  of 
10  per  cent,  and  that  if  within  the  time  named  in  this  order 
no  such  answers  are  filed,  then  an  order  shall  issue  fixing  the 
Boston  differential  at  10  per  cent,  increase  over  the  New 
York  rate  as  herein  outlined  and  indicated. 
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(No.  184.) 

GEORGE  RICE  v.  THE  CINCINNATI,  WASHINGTON 
&  BALTIMORE  RAILROAD  COMPANY,  THE  CIN- 
CINNATI, INDIANAPOLIS,  ST.  LOUIS  &  CHICAGO 
RAILWAY  COMPANY,  THE  CHICAGO,  ROCK 
ISLAND  &  PACIFIC  RAILWAY  COMPANY,  THE 
UNION  PACIFIC  RAILWAY  COMPANY,  THE  CEN- 
TRAL PACIFIC  RAILROAD  COMPANY. 


(No.  185.) 

GEORGE  RICE  v.  THE  CINCINNATI,  WASHINGTON  & 
BALTIMORE  RAILROAD  COMPANY,  THE  OHIO 
k  MISSISSIPPI  RAILWAY  COMPANY,  THE  ST. 
LOUIS  &  SAN  FRANCISCO  RAILWAY  COMPANY, 
THE  ATCHISON,  TOPEKA  &  SANTA  FE  RAIL- 
ROAD COMPANY,  THE  ATLANTIC  &  PACIFIC 
RAILROAD  COMPANY,  THE  SOUTHERN  PACIFIC 
COMPANY. 


(No.  194.) 

GEORGE  RICE  v.  THE  LOUISVILLE  &  NASHVILLE 

RAILROAD  COMPANY. 


Complaints  filed,  in  No8.  184  and  183,  :March  26,  1889,  and  In  No.  194,  April 
20,  1889.— Answers  tiled,  in  Nos.  184  and  185,  Aprill8  to  May  4,  1889, 
mid  in  >'(>.  194,  Juno  24,  1889.— Hearing  of  testimony,  December  10-13, 
188!).— Ilcjaring  of  argument  May  13,  1890.— Briefs  filed  February  28 
to  .June  9,  1890.— Decided  April  9,  1892. 


1.  The  Commission  pos.se.ssos  no  authority  to  compel  carriers  subject  to  Its 
jurisdiction  to  provide  any  particular  kind  of  ears  or  other  special 
ciiuipinent,  but,  in  the  absence  of  adoriuato  equipment  freely  afforded  to 
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all  patrons  alike,  carriers  should  so  adjust  rates  between  those  who  can 
and  those  who  cannot  furnish  their  own  conveyance  that  in  the  relative 
charges  to  each  there  shall  be  no  discrimination  against  the  dependent 
shipper. 

2.  Disadvantage  to  the  shipper  of  one  product  can  hardly  be  predicated 

upon  charges  for  transporting  another  product  diflfering  essentially  in 
character  from  the  former  and  widely  dissimilar  in  the  demands  which 
it  supplies.  In  such  cases  the  rates  themselves  are  insufficient  to  con- 
vict the  carrier  of  unlawful  discrimination ;  but  the  amount  actually 
charged  on  one  commodity  may  be  of  great  importance  in  determining 
whether  the  charge  on  another  commodity  is  reasonable  or  otherwise, 
especially  when  both  have  numerous  points  of  resemblance  in  respect 
to  the  cost  and  hazard  of  transportation. 

3.  An  allegation  of  unjust  discrimination  resulting  from  shipments  of  oil  in 

tank  cars  owned  by  the  shipper  and  low  return  rates  on  cotton-seed  oil 
and  turpentine  in  the  same  tanks  in  connection  with  mileage  paid  for 
use  of  tank  cars,  cannot  be  sustained  without  evidence  showing  mutu- 
ality  of  interest  between  the  two  classes  of  shippers  or  the  payment  of 
excessive  car  mileage. 

4.  Rulings  based  upon  special  facts  and  local  conditions  are  not  to  be 

regarded  as  formulated  precepts  for  general  observance.  A  regulation 
which  promotes  fairness  and  relative  equality  where  the  carriage  of  oij 
is  confined  to  tank  and  barrel  shipments  might  be  an  unjust  and  oppres- 
sive requirement  where  four-fifths  of  the  transportation  is  effected  by 
another  mode.  The  question  in  these  cases  of  free  carriage  of  barrels 
in  petroleum  shipments  is  not  now  decided. 

6.  In  assuming  for  transportation  purposes  that  a  barrel  of  refined  petro- 
leum oil  weighs  400  pounds,  and  that  a  gallon  of  that  commodity  weighs 
6.3  pounds  when  shipped  in  tanks,  defendants  use  constructive  or  hypo- 
thetical weights  so  much  out  of  proportion  to  actual  weights  that  posi- 
tive and  measurable  preference  is  constantly  granted  to  the  shipper  by 
the  tank  method ;  and  so  far  as  that  practice  enables  the  tank  shipper 
to  secure  the  carriage  of  more  pounds  of  freight  for  the  same  money 
than  the  shipper  in  barrels,  it  subjects  the  latter  to  unlawful  prejudice. 
When  actual  weights  cannot  be  ascertained  without  needless  inconven- 
ience, there  is  no  serious  objection  to  the  use  of  estimated  or  construc- 
tive weights,  provided  the  method  of  estimation  works  no  inequality  in 
its  practical  application  to  competing  modes  of  conveyance. 

6.  The  practice  of  allowing  the  tank  shipper  an  arbitrary  deduction  of  42 
gallons  per  tank  ear  is  wholly  indefensible.  Losses  from  leakage  and 
evaporation  are  not  less  propoilionallj'  when  the  shipment  is  made  in 
barrels,  and  no  eircunistance  is  discovered  or  reason  advanced  which 
justifies  a  eoncession  of  that  nature  to  the  shipper  who  furnishes  his 
own  conveyance,  when  no  eorrespoiidinjj:  allowance  is  made  to  a  rival 
shipper  using  the  means  of  transportation  provided  by  the  carrier. 
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7.  Charges  of  the  Louisville  &  Nashville  Railroad  for  the  transportation  of 

petroleum  to  several  points  on  its  lines  are  not  only  apparently  unrea- 
sonable in  themselves,  but  the  existing  disparity  in  rates  to  neighboring 
localities  creates  presumption  of  extortion  in  exacting  the  higher 
charges;  moreover,  as  between  tank  and  barrel  shipments  of  petroleum, 
this  adjustment  of  rates  operates  to  the  general  advantage  of  the  former 
mode  of  conveyance.  Water  competition  to  various  points  on  its 
lines  may  furnish  justification  for  rates  to  intermediate  inland  points 
somewhat  higher  than  the  railroad  must  accept  to  participate  in  busi- 
ness to  the  more  remote  locality  favored  with  water  carriage,  but  when 
charges  for  the  shorter  distance  on  these  lines  are  three  times  those 
for  the  longer,  the  disparity  is  absurd  and  inexcusable.  The  lower 
figure  must  be  unreraunerative,  or  the  higher  must  be  extortionate. 
This  defendant  ordered  to  revise  and  correct  its  charges  on  petrolexmi 
to  many  interior  and  local  points  on  its  lines,  and  make  such  reductions 
and  modifications  therein  as  will  remove  the  gross  disproportions  and 
inequalities  now  found  to  exist. 

8.  The  case  against  the  Louisville  &  Nashville  Railroad  Company  is  retained 

for  further  evidence  and  argument  on  the  question  whether  water  com- 
petition at  various  points  justifies  a  departure  from  the  general  require- 
ment of  the  fourth  section,  and  for  such  further  investigation  of  its 
charges  to  intermediate  and  non-competitive  points,  and  direction  in 
relation  thereto,  as  may  appear  to  be  required.  The  cases  against  the 
other  defendants  are  re-opened  for  further  evidence  and  argument  in 
regard  to  the  reasonableness  of  rates  on  petroleum  products  to  the  Pacific 
coast  from  points  east  of  the  97th  meridian.  All  the  cases  are  held  open 
for  additional  evidence  and  argument  on  the  question  of  the  free  carriage 
of  barrels  in  the  transportation  of  petroleum  oil ;  also  for  such  further 
direction  to  the  carriers  as  may  appear  necessary  in  regard  to  the  extent 
that  weights  now  assumed  should  be  made  relatively  more  favorable  to 
the  shipper  in  barrels.  Amendment  of  pleadings  allowed  upon  the 
ai)plication  of  any  party  and  on  such  notice  as  the  Commission  may 
direct. 

Franklin  B,  Ginnen,  William  A,  Day  and  Willia77i  P.  Mon- 
tayne,  for  compLiiiiant. 

E,  W,  Strong,  for  Cinciniiati,  Washington  &  Baltimore 
Eailroad  Company. 

/*Mh\  Cohtim,  for  Cincinnati,  Indianapolis,  St.  Louis  & 
Chicago  Railway  Company. 

Thomas  F,  Wit/ierov\  for  Chicago,  Rock  Island  &  Pacific 
Railway  Company. 

John  S.  Jj/uir,  for  Union  Pacific  Railway  Company. 

Charles  H.  Ttreed,  W,  D,  Guthrie  and  J,  C,  Martin,  for 
Central  Pacific  Railroad  Company  and  Southern  Pacific 
Company. 
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Ramsey^  MaxwM  <&  Ramsey ^  for  Ohio  &  Mississippi  Eail- 
way  Company. 

W.  W,  Belknap,  for  St.  Louis  &  San  Francisco  Railway 
Company. 

Britton  <&  6rray,  for  Atchison,  Topeka  &  Santa  Fe  R.  R. 
Co.  and  Atlantic  &  Pacific  R.  R.  Co. 

Edward  Baxter y  for  Louisville  &  Nashville  R,  R.  Co. 

REPORT  AND   OPINION   OP  THE   COMMISSION. 

Knapp,  Cormnissioner : 

In  the  three  proceedings  above  entitled  the  rates  charged 
for  the  transportation  of  refined  oil  and  other  products  of 
petroleum,  and  certain  practices  of  the  defendant  railroads 
in  connection  therewith,  are  assailed  by  the  complainant  as 
violations  of  the  Act  to  regulate  commerce,  which  operate, 
in  a  variety  of  ways  specified,  to  his  prejudice  and  disad- 
vantage. 

Although  each  of  these  cases  exhibits  features  peculiar  to 
itself,  they  involve  several  questions  common  to  them  all, 
and  are  so  related  to  a  common  subject  that  they  have  been 
appropriately  heard  and  considered  together.  In  order  that 
the  situation  and  scope  of  this  controversy  may  be  clearly 
perceived,  it  is  needful  to  keep  in  mind  the  direction  and 
extent  of  previous  investigations  of  a  similar  character,  and 
the  conclusions  therein  reached  by  the  Commission. 

In  the  year  1887  several  proceedings  were  instituted  by 
Mr.  George  Rice,  the  complainant  herein,  against  the  Louis- 
ville &  Nashville  Railroad  Company,  and  other  carriers  of 
refined  petroleum,  resulting  in  an  extended  examination, 
among  other  things,  of  the  relative  rates  on  tank  and  barrel 
shipments,  in  carload  quantities,  which  were  then  made  the 
subject  of  complaint.  At  that  time,  as  the  evidence  dis- 
closed, there  were  two  general  methods  for  the  transporta- 
tion of  petroleum  products,  the  one  being  in  barrels  contain- 
ing an  avenige  of  fifty  gallons,  and  the  other  being  in  iron 
tanks  of  varying  size,  permanently  affixed  to  the  cars,  and 
holding  from  three  thousand  to  six  thousand  gallons  each. 
These  tank  cars  were  not  furnished  by  the  carriers,  but  were 
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the  private  property  of  shippers  who  received  from  the  rail- 
roads the  customary  mileage  of  three-quarters  of  a  cent  for 
each  mile  of  haul.  Under  the  methods  then  considered,  the 
shipper  in  barrels  was  required  to  pay,  at  a  fixed  rate  per 
hundred  pounds,  for  the  oil  itself  and  the  barrel  in  which  it 
was  contained,  while  the  tank  shipper  was  charged  a  gross 
sum  per  tank  irrespective  of  weight  or  capacity.  Compari- 
son of  the  barrel  rate  with  the  average  contents  of  the  tanks 
in  actual  use  demonstrated  that  the  same  volume  of  oil  when 
transported  in  tanks  was  carried  at  much  less  expense  to  the 
shipper  than  when  transported  in  barrels.  In  the  judgment 
of  the  Commission  the  rate  sheets  then  examined  "  were  not 
considerately  made  with  a  view  to  relative  justice,"  and  the 
established  charges  for  these  two  modes  of  transportation 
were  pointedly  condemned  as  discriminations  against  the 
shipper  in  barrels  which  violated  the  primary  provisions  of 
the  Interstate  Commerce  Law.  Based  upon  this  conclusion 
orders  were  made  in  those  proceedings  which,  in  substance, 
required  the  carriers  against  which  they  were  directed  to 
cease  and  abstain  from  the  unjust  discrimination  found  to 
exist  as  between  shipments  in  barrels  and  shipments  in 
tanks,  and  to  make  the  same  charges  per  hundred  pounds  for 
the  transportation  of  oil  in  barrels,  including  the  barrels,  as 
for  the  transpoi-tation  of  oil  in  tanks.  In  other  words  the 
rates  in  both  cases  were  directed  to  be  in  proportion  to  the 
actual  weight  of  the  article  shipped,  the  barrel  being 
regarded  as  part  of  the  shipment  when  the  transportation 
was  effected  in  that  mode.  No  further  or  more  specific 
requirement  was  formulated,  and,  presumably,  no  more 
explicit  directions  were  deemed  necessary  to  secure  for  both 
modes  of  shipment  relatively  just  and  equal  treatment. 

The  reference  here  made  to  that  investigation  is  not  only 
for  the  purpose  of  pointing  out  and  re-stating  the  precise 
questions  which  were  then  determined,  but  also  to  invite 
attention  to  the  opinion  in  those  cases  delivered  by  Cooley, 
Charniinn^  which  is  at  once  a  careful  review  of  the  facts  dis- 
closed by  that  examination,  find  an  admirable  exposition  of 
the  principles  to  be  observed  in  fixing  charges  for  the  trans- 
portation of  petroleum,  so  that  unjust  discrimination  may  be 
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avoided  and  equal  advantages  result  to  both  classes  of  ship- 
pers. The  argument  set  forth  in  that  opinion  is  so  persua- 
sive, and  its  deductions  so  reasonable  and  conclusive,  that 
many  comments  and  suggestions  may  be  omitted  from  this 
report  which  otherwise  might  be  appropriate.  It  is  to  be 
regretted  that  some  of  the  carriers,  while  ostensibly  comply- 
ing with  the  literal  requirements  of  that  decision,  have 
apparently  indulged  in  other  practices,  hereafter  to  be  con- 
sidered, which  militate  against  its  spirit  and  tend  to  defeat 
its  general  purpose.  What  has  so  far  been  said  concerning 
this  first  investigation  would  be  incomplete  without  calling 
to  mind  a  proposition  contained  in  Judge  Cooley's  opinion, 
which  has  been  greatly  relied  upon  by  the  railroads  in  sub- 
sequent proceedings,  and  which  is  enunciated  in  the  follow- 
ing language : 

"  The  rule  should  be  to  consider  the  tank  a  part  of  the  car 
itself,  and  for  the  load  carried  in  it  the  charge  ought  to  be 
the  same  by  the  hundred  pounds  as  is  made  on  the  transpor- 
tation of  barrels  of  oil  in  carload  lots  in  other  cars.  Even 
then  the  shipper  in  barrels  is  at  some  disadvantage,  for  he 
must  pay  freight  on  barrels  as  well  as  on  oil ;  but  this,  as 
between  liiin  and  the  carrier^  is  not  unjust." 

Eice  V,  Louisville  &  Nashville  E.  E.  Co.,  1  I.  C.  C.  E.  552 ; 
1  Inters.  Com.  Eep.  742. 

It  must,  however,  be  remembered  that  this  statement  was 
made  with  reference  to  the  particular  practices  of  the  rail- 
roads which  were  then  the  subject  of  discussion,  and  in  the 
investigation  of  a  complaint  which  predicated  discrimination 
upon  the  general  fact  that  the  rate  sheets  of  those  railroads 
established  charges  upon  barreled  oil  according  to  the 
weight  of  the  shipment,  while  tanks  of  oil  were  carried  at  a 
uniform  price  without  regard  to  size  or  actual  contents. 
Upon  this  conceded  method  of  fixing  rates  for  the  two  modes 
of  transportation  rested  the  essential  grievance  which  was 
sought  to  be  redressed ;  and  the  conclusions  then  announced, 
when  stated  in  general  terms,  must  be  understood  as  limited 
in  their  application  to  the  questions  directly  raised  in  those 
proceedings,  and  the  special  facts  and  circumstances  therein 
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considered.  No  suggestion  was  made  by  the  complainant  in 
those  cases  that  just  and  equal  treatment  to  both  classes  of 
shippers  required  the  free  transportation  of  barrels,  and  no 
rule  of  charges  imposed  upon  the  carriers  then  proceeded 
against  could  reasonably  hamper  the  Commission  in  pre- 
scribing equitable  regulations  for  other  carriers  of  the  same 
commodity,  operating  in  different  localities  and  under  widely 
dissimilar  conditions. 

The  same  observations  apply  to  the  succeeding  case  in 
which  the  relative  tariffs  on  tank  and  barrel  shipments  of 
petroleum  were  the  subject  of  consideration  by  the  Commis- 
sion. 

Scofield  et  aL  v.  Lake  Sh.  &  Mich.  So.  E'y  Co.,  2  I.  C.  C. 
Kep.  90 ;  2  Inters.  Com.  Eep.  67. 

The  complaint  in  that  proceeding  alleged  that  the  charges 
of  the  defendant  railroad  for  the  transportation  of  barreled 
oil,  both  in  carload  lots  and  in  less  than  carload  lots,  were  in 
themselves  unreasonable  and  excessive,  and  that  unlawful 
discrimination  against  the  shipper  in  barrels  resulted  from 
the  relative  rates  established  for  the  two  modes  of  carriage, 
even  regarding  the  barrel  as  part  of  the  shipment  paid  for. 
The  report  which  followed  that  investigation  reviews  at 
length  the  circumstances  surrounding  the  traffic  upon  the 
particular  line  and  between  the  particular  localities  then 
under  examination.  The  illegal  advantages  secured  by  the 
shipper  in  tanks,  under  the  system  of  rate-making  which  that 
carrier  maintained,  were  clearly  set  forth  in  the  opinion,  and 
an  appropriate  order  directed  their  discontinuance.  The 
question  of  free  carriage  for  barrels  was  not  presented  by 
the  pleadings,  nor  was  its  consideration  suggested  by  the 
evidence  or  argument.  Whatever,  therefore,  was  said  in  that 
opinion,  in  the  nature  of  formulated  principles,  must  be 
interpreted  by  the  issues  actually  determined  which  define 
the  limitations  of  the  decision. 

The  views  thus  briefly  outlined  found  expression  and  were 
fully  set  forth,  shortly  after  the  last  mentioned  case  was 
decided,  in  a  special  report  of  the  Commission  occasioned  by 
the  action  of  the  Pennsvlvania  Railroad,  which  had  not  been 
a  party  to  any  of  these  proceedings,  in  exacting  from  ship- 
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pers  of  barreled  oil  payment  for  the  transportation  of  bar- 
rels, which  that  company  had  previously  carried  without 
charge. 

hi  re  Tank  and  Barrel  Rates  on  Oil,  2  I.  C.  C.  Rep. 
365;  2  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  245. 

Justification  for  this  course,  which  practically  increased 
the  rates  to  one  class  of  its  customers  while  leaving  them 
unchanged  to  another  and  competing  class,  was  claimed 
in  the  general  principle  of  rate-making  for  the  two  modes 
of  traffic  alleged  to  have  been  established  by  the  decis- 
ion in  the  Louisville  and  Nashville  case  above  referred  to ; 
and  a  desire  to  conform  its  methods  to  the  presumed 
application  of  that  principle  was  the  avowed  excuse  for 
advancing  the  barrel  rate.  Thus  the  practice  of  one  car- 
rier, in  charging  for  the  weight  of  the  bai*rel  as  well  as  its 
contents,  alleged  to  have  been  sanctioned  by  the  Commis- 
sion, while  condemning  its  other  practices  in  relation  to 
the  same  traffic,  was  promptly  adopted,  as  a  general  and 
unvarying  rule  for  petroleum  rates,  by  another  carrier  oper- 
ating in  a  different  section  of  the  country  and  under  widely 
diflferent  conditions,  mthout  regard  to  its  effect  upon  rival 
shippers  over  its  own  lines  employing  the  two  modes  of 
transportation.  That  any  such  deduction  was  unwarranted 
is  very  forcibly  explained  in  the  opinion  last  mentioned, 
which  reviews  the  prior  decisions  relating  to  tank  and  barrel 
shipments,  and  makes  the  explicit  declaration  that  orders  of 
the  Commission  directed  against  a  particular  railroad,  based 
upon  pure  matters  of  fact  respecting  traffic  in  the  locality 
served  by  it,  are  not  to  be  regarded  as  general  principles 
which  must  be  applied  in  other  localities,  "  where  the  pecu- 
liarities of  the  traffic  may  be  so  diflferent  as  to  require  an 
altogether  diflferent  ruling  to  accomplish  the  like  just  result." 

Sometime  after  the  decisions  above  mentioned  were 
announced,  the  Commission  investigated  a  further  complaint 
relating  to  the  tariflfs  maintained  by  another  railroad  for  the 
respective  modes  of  oil  shipment  already  described,  and 
decided  to  require  of  the  carrier  in  that  case,  under  the  facts 
and  circumstances  then  and  there  existing,  the  free  transpor- 
tation of  barrels,  as  the  most  effectual  method  of  securing 
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equality  of  treatment  by  that  company  of  both  classes  of 
shippers.  The  situation  and  surroundings  of  the  oil  traffic 
on  that  line  of  road/  as  disclosed  by  the  hearing,  satisfied  the 
Commission  that  the  contention  for  free  carriage  of  package, 
whether  tank  or  barrel,  should  be  sustained,  and  the  defend- 
ant carrier  was  directed  to  conform  its  rates  to  that  require- 
ment. 

Eice,  Kobinson  &  Witherop  v,  W.  N.  Y.  &  Penn.  R.  Co., 
4  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  131 ;  3  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  162. 

This  conclusion  it  will  be  perceived  was  arrived  at  in  view 
of  the  special  conditions  affecting  the  oil  carriage  of  a  par- 
ticular railroad,  and  the  actual  results  to  competing  pro- 
ducers, who  employed  that  road  to  reach  a  common  market, 
of  the  relative  charges  imposed  by  it  upon  the  two  modes  of 
shipment.  It  furnishes  no  binding  precedent  for  a  similar 
requirement  in  other  cases  where  different  conditions  exist 
and  different  results  are  discovered.  The  facts  of  each  sit- 
uation are  the  standard  by  which  the  carrier's  conduct  is 
tested  and  measure  the  remedy  for  any  injustice  which  that 
conduct  occasions. 

It  is  not  proposed  to  make  further  comment  on  these 
utterances  of  the  Commission  from  time  to  time,  as  special 
complaints  have  been  examined  and  special  and  local  phases 
of  the  general  subject  received  consideration.  The  object  of 
this  summary  is  not  only  to  outline  the  inquiries  already 
made  in  respect  to  the  rates  for  the  transportation  of 
petroleum,  but  also  to  point  out  the  precise  questions  which 
were  presented  in  the  different  proceedings,  and  the  conse- 
quent scope  and  application  of  the  various  decisions.  While 
it  has  been  consistently  held  that  general  deductions  are  not 
authorized  from  the  conclusions  deemed  just  in  particular 
cases,  and  that  the  peculiarities  of  each  situation  must  deter- 
mine its  treatment,  yet  an  understanding  of  the  nature  and 
extent  of  previous  investigations,  and  the  directions  hereto- 
fore given  when  tank  and  l)arrel  shipments  have  been  found 
in  competition,  will  be  of  manifest  value  when  fresh  com- 
plaints enlarge  the  field  of  inquiry  and  new  contentions  com- 
plicate the  discussion. 

Before    the   case    of    Rice,  Robinson   &  Winthrop   was 
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decided,  but  during  the  interval  while  it  remained  under  con- 
sideration, the  complainant  herein  instituted  the  several  pro- 
ceedings which  constitute  the  title  to  this  report,  and  also,  at 
about  the  same  time,  a  fourth  proceeding  relating  to  the  same 
traffic,  and  similar  to  the  other  three  in  its  allegations  and 
unlawful  conduct  and  its  demand  for  relief.  These  cases  are 
respectively  known  as  Nos.  184,  185, 194  and  218  ;  and  those 
numbers  will  be  used  hereafter  whenever  convenience  will  be 
promoted  by  that  designation.  All  of  these  cases  were  practi- 
cally investigated  together,  and  in  the  one  last  named  the 
dominant  question  has  been  decided. 

Eice  V.  At.,  Topeka  &  Santa  Fe  R.  R.  Co.  et  aL,  4  I.  C.  C. 
Rep.  228,  3  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  263. 

A  brief  synopsis  of  these  complaints  will  show  their  gen- 
eral relations,  and  indicate  the  nature  of  the  leading  ques- 
tions in  each  proceeding.  The  allegations  of  misconduct 
which  are  common  to  two  or  more  sets  of  defendants,  and 
which,  by  way  of  distinction,  may  be  regarded  as  of  second- 
ary importance,  will  be  hereafter  noticed.  Case  No.  184  is 
brought  against  the  various  railroads  composing  a  transcon- 
tinental line  from  the  complainant's  refineries  at  Marietta, 
Ohio,  to  the  Pacific  coast,  over  what  may  be  called  the  cen- 
tral route,  made  up  of  the  Union  Pacific,  Central  Pacific  and 
Southern  Pacific  Railway's.  No.  185  names  as  defendants  the 
different  roads  forming  a  similar  transcontinental  route 
between  the  same  places,  by  the  lines  of  the  Atchinson, 
Topeka  &  Santa  Fe,  the  Atlantic  &  Pacific  and  the  South- 
ern Pacific.  In  both  these  cases  the  principal  issue  to 
which  attention  is  now  directed  is  the  reasonableness  of  the 
through  rate  on  barreled  oil  in  carload  quantities  from  Mari- 
etta, Ohio,  to  Pacific  coast  terminals  or  tide  water  points. 
That  the  charges  for  this  transportation  were^^r  se  excessive, 
and  therefore  illegal,  was  asserted  by  the  complainant  and 
denied  by  the  carriers. 

No.  194  is  against  the  Louisville  &  Nashville  road  only, 
and  is  based  upon  alleged  violations  by  that  company  of  the 
"  long  and  sliort  haul  clause"  of  the  statute  and  other  dis- 
criminating and  unlawful  practices  which  will  be  more  specifi- 
cally referred    to  in  a  later  part  of  this  report.     In  No.  218 
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the  defendants  complained  of  were  a  number  of  railroads 
forming  several  connecting  lines  to  the  west  and  southwest, 
terminating  at  various  tide  water  points  on  the  Pacific  and 
the  Gulf  of  Mexico.  The  names  of  the  carriers  proceeded 
against  in  this  case,  the  territory  traversed  and  terminals 
reached  by  them  respectively,  as  well  as  the  infractions  of 
the  law  with  which  they  were  charged,  are  fully  set  forth  in 
the  report  already  made  in  that  proceeding  and  need  not 
here  be  repeated.  It  was  conceded  by  those  companies  that, 
under  the  tariflfs  maintained  by  them  for  the  traffic  question, 
they  were  disregarding  the  prohibition  of  the  fourth  section 
of  the  Act,  by  charging  on  west-bound  shipments  a  greater 
rate  to  certain  intermediate  points  than  to  their  several  ter- 
minals ;  and  the  main  controversy  was,  whether  water  com- 
petition from  the  eastern  seaboard,  via  Cape  Horn  and  the 
Isthmus  of  Panama,  and  other  dissimilar  circumstances 
necessarily  limiting  the  charges  which  would  secure  through 
business  by  rail,  justified  this  departure  from  the  general  rule 
of  the  statute.  An  extended  investigation  satisfied  the  Com- 
mission that  such  competition  did  in  fact  exist,  and  that  it 
was  so  continued  and  controlling  as  to  govern  the  rates  at 
which  the  railroads  could  participate  in  the  petroleum  traffic 
to  the  Pacific  coast.  The  facts  and  circumstances  disclosed 
by  that  inquiry  fairly  demonstrated  that  rail  transportation 
was  compelled  to  approximate  the  lower  charges  of  ocean 
carriage,  or  be  excluded  from  any  considerable  business,  at 
all  places  where  both  modes  of  shipment  were  available  ;  and 
the  conclusions  arrived  at,  so  far  as  the  transcontinental  lines 
were  concerned,  vii-tually  permitted  the  defendants  to  main- 
tain lower  rates  to  these  terminal  and  competing  points  than 
to  the  intermediate  localities  which  were  dependent  upon 
railroad  facilities  alone.  It  was  strenuously  urged  in  that 
case,  on  belialf  of  the  complainant,  that  even  if  a  greater 
charge  for  the  lesser  distance  was  authorized  by  the  water 
competition  or  other  dissimilar  conditions  existing  at  Cali- 
fornia ports,  nevertheless  the  disparity  between  through  and 
local  tariffs  was  unreasonable,  and  that  the  rates  to  interme- 
diate points  were  in  themselves  so  excessive  as  to  constitute 
a  violation  of  law  which  required  correction.     The  Commis- 
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sion,  however,  held  that  this  question,  especially  in  view  of 
the  statements  and  admissions  of  counsel,  was  not  a  legiti- 
mate issue  in  that  proceeding,  and  that  the  evidence  relating 
to  it  was  too  meager  and  inconclusive  to  warrant  its  deter- 
mination. The  report  actually  made,  therefore,  goes  to  the 
extent  only  of  sanctioning  a  lower  charge  on  petroleum  ship- 
ments to  Pacific  terminals  than  to  intermediate  points.  The 
reasonableness  of  the  several  rates  either  in  themselves  or  in 
relation  to  each  other,  has  not  been  decided.  In  like  man- 
ner and  for  similar  reasons,  the  Commission  declined  to  pass 
upon  the  further  question  presented  in  that  case,  as  to  whether 
the  rail  carriers  to  the  south  and  southwest  were  confronted 
with  such  actual  water  competition,  at  various  places  on  the 
Gulf  of  Mexico  and  its  connecting  rivers,  as  to  exonerate  them 
from  the  charge  of  unlawful  conduct  in  making  lower  tariflfs 
to  those  places  than  to  many  intermediate  points  on  their 
respective  lines.  The  information  bearing  upon  this  com- 
plaint was  not  deemed  sufficiently  complete  and  reliable, 
either  as  to  rates  or  volume  of  water  shipments,  to  furnish 
the  basis  for  a  satisfactory  conclusion. 

In  these  several  proceedings  it  was  suggested  to  the  Commis- 
sion by  supplemental  complaints  that  many  railroads  engaged 
in  oil  transportation,  besides  those  named  as  defendants, 
might  be  aflfected  by  the  rulings  made  concerning  the  various 
practices  alleged  to  be  unlawful,  and  thereupon  appropriate 
orders  were  entered  and  duly  served  upon  all,  or  nearly  all, 
the  principal  rail  carriers  of  the  United  States,  apprising 
them  of  the  questions  raised  in  which  they  might  be  inter- 
ested, and  permitting  such  of  them  as  desired  to  do  so  to 
become  parties  to  the  proceedings  by  entering  an  appear- 
ance and  filing  an  answer  therein.  In  pursuance  of  this  notice 
a  number  of  answers  were  subsequently  filed ;  but  none  of 
the  railroads  so  intervening  are  believed  to  sustain  any  pecu- 
liar relation  to  the  general  subject,  and,  as  none  of  them  were 
directly  represented  at  the  trial  or  argument  of  the  cases,  the 
aspect  of  the  controversy  is  unaffected  by  their  appearance. 
For  this  reason  it  is  not  deemed  necessary  to  change  the 
original  titles  or  otherwise  modify  the  form  of  this  report. 

This  brief  review  of  the  history  and  situation  of  previous 
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investigations  and  pending  complaints  respecting  alleged  dis- 
criminations against  shippers  of  petroleum  in  barrels,  when 
competing  with  tank  shippers  of  the  same  commodity,  sup- 
ports the  reasons  about  to  be  advanced  for  the  disposition 
which,  in  our  judgment,  should  now  be  made  of  these  cases^ 
and  the  limited  extent  to  which  we  feel  justified,  under  present 
circumstances,  in  imposing  specific  requirements  as  to  the 
traffic  in  question  upon  the  defendant  railroads. 

The  area  of  territory  penetrated  and  served  by  these  car- 
riers forms  a  large  and  important  part  of  the  United  States* 
So  far  from  possessing  uniformity  of  conditions  affecting  the 
methods  and  cost  of  transportation,  it  is  a  section  of  the 
country  where  many  anomalous  relations  are  found  and  the 
greatest  variety  of  circumstances  exists.  Diversity  of  situa- 
tion is  the  rule,  similarity  the  exception.  Some  of  these  lines 
connect  populous  towns  only  a  short  distance  apart,  others 
stretch  through  wide  regions  comparatively  unpeopled  and 
unproductive.  A  few  of  them  are  measurably  independent 
from  the  volume  of  their  local  business,  the  rest  are  forced  to 
rely  upon  the  traffic  secured  from  connecting  roads.  The 
coast  line  of  this  territory  is  of  vast  extent,  but  even  this  gen- 
eral feature  is  complicated  by  the  differences  in  accessibility 
and  other  incidents  between  ports  on  the  Pacific  and  those 
on  the  Gulf.  At  every  considerable  place  possessing  the 
advantages  of  water  communication,  the  railroads  meet  the 
competition,  actujil  or  possible,  of  carriers  employing  a 
cheaper  mode  of  conveyance,  and  subject  to  no  restraint  or 
regulation  under  existing  laws.  Each  of  these  places  exhi- 
bits peculiarities  of  situation,  with  conditions  varying  and 
inconstant,  yet  at  each  of  them  the  rail  lines  must  approxi- 
mate the  rates  by  water,  ov  abandon  n  business  quite  needful 
to  their  supj)ort.  On  the  otlna'  hand,  the  traffic  under  con- 
sideration is  one  of  j^reat  maijjnitude  and  importance.  The 
use  of  petroleum  oil  for  a  great  variety  of  purposes  has 
become  so  general  and  constant  that  it  may  fairly  be  regarded 
as  one  of  the  nceessaries  of  life.  It  goes  into  nearly  every 
household  and  supplies  the  daily  wants  of  an  immense  popu- 
lation. Its  market  vahic^  is  so  low  in  comparison  with  its 
bulk,  that  the  charges  for  its  transportation  largely  affect  its 
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cost  to  the  consumer.  The  distribution  of  this  staple  article 
through  the  large  section  of  country  south  and  southwest 
from  the  place  of  production  is  mainly  effected  by  the  defend- 
ants in  these  cases  and  the  water  carriers  with  which  they 
compete.  In  no  department  of  inland  commerce  are  fair  and 
staple  rates  and  equality  of  treatment  of  greater  consequence 
to  the  public.  Every  variation  in  charges  and  every  act  of 
injustice,  by  which  one  shipper  is  permitted  to  gain  an 
advantage  over  his  rival,  interferes  with  the  free  movement 
of  this  commodity,  and  inflicts  manifest  injury  upon  those 
who  consume  it.  All  the  obligations  of  honest  dealing  and 
business  morality  should  induce  the  carriers  to  make  rates 
actually  and  relatively  reasonable  at  every  point,  and  to 
enforce  such  equitable  regulations  for  the  various  modes  of 
shipment  as  will  secure  to  every  community  the  full  benefit 
of  competition.  To  give  specific  directions  and  make  exact 
and  definite  orders  concerning  this  important  traffic  is  felt  by 
the  Commission  to  be  unwise  at  the  present  time,  except  as 
to  matters  clearly  seen  to  be  unlawful,  and  concerning  which 
the  information  now  at  hand  is  deemed  an  ample  bksis  for 
correct  conclusions.  It  is  now  nearly  three  years  since  this 
series  of  complaints  invoked  examination  of  the  numerous 
practices  therein  alleged  to  be  illegal.  The  intense  pressure 
and  exacting  nature  of  other  duties,  coupled  with  the  calami- 
ties of  sickness  and  death,  have  made  their  earlier  considera- 
tion a  physical  impossibility.  During  that  period  such 
changes  have  taken  place  in  i\\e  persomiel  of  the  Commission 
that  only  one  member  remains  who  participated  in  the  orig- 
inal hearing.  In  that  time,  it  must  be  presumed,  the  situa- 
tion and  surroundings  of  this  traffic  in  the  territory  affected 
have  been  modified  in  important  respects  by  new  methods 
and  new  conditions.  Whether  all  the  practices  ^which  were 
then  claimed  to  effect  discriminations  between  different  ship- 
pers are  still  continued  by  the  carriers  can  only  be  conjec- 
tured, and  whether  appreluuisions  apparently  well  founded 
have  been  justified  by  results  cannot  be  reliably  inferred  from 
evidence  taken  so  long  ago.  In  view  of  the  changes  incident 
to  so  great  an  interval,  and  the  magnitude  of  the  interests  to 
which  these  cases  relate,  the   present   Commission   believe 
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that  final  judgment  should  not  be  passed  upon  the  funda- 
mental questions  involved,  until  further  inquiry  and  investi- 
gation have  added  to  the  record  such  facts  as  have  arisen 
since  the  controversy  began,  and  given  us  fuller  knowledge 
of  existing  charges  and  usages  in  the  transportation  of 
petroleum. 

This  general  position  appears  to  be  fortified  by  some  more 
particular  observations.  It  has  already  been  pointed  out 
that  cases  184  and  185  involve,  among  other  things,  the 
reasonableness  of  the  through  rate  to  Pacific  terminals  from 
all  points  east  of  the  97th  meridian.  But  the  relation  of  ter- 
minal to  intermediate  points  on  these  transcontinental  lines, 
for  all  the  purposes  of  tariflf  making,  is  so  intimate  and  con- 
trolling, that  just  and  lawful  charges  in  either  case  cannot 
safely  be  determined  independent  of  the  other.  Comparison 
is  a  common  and  recognized  aid  to  the  formation  of  an 
opinion.  In  the  absence  of  absolute  standards  reliance  must 
largely  be  placed  upon  relative  circumstances  and  contrasted 
conditions.  What  is  a  reasonable  and  therefore  proper 
charge  for  the  carriage  of  goods  over  the  entire  length  of  a 
given  road  depends  in  no  small  degree  upon  the  rates  deemed 
reasonable  for  shorter  hauls  on  the  same  line.  The  through 
and  local  tariff's  cannot  ordinarily  be  separated  without  the 
risk  of  injustice  in  one  case  or  the  other.  Whether  a  particu- 
lar oil  rate  to  the  Pacific  shall  stand  the  test  of  investigation 
involves,  to  a  great  extent,  the  authorized  rate  to  intermediate 
localities.  The  effect  of  the  decision  in  No.  218  was  to  sanc- 
tion a  greater  charge  for  the  lesser  distance,  but  the  Commis- 
sion deemed  the  evidence  insufficient  to  measure  the  dis- 
parity or  to  prescribe  the  differences  which  would  be  regarded 
lawful.  The  whole  question  of  the  reasonableness  of  estab- 
lished tariffs  to  intervening  and  non-competitive  points 
r<  mains  untouched.  It  mav  be  further  mentioned  in  this  con- 
iH'ction  that  during  the  last  year  there  has  been  a  consider- 
able reduction  in  the  Pacific  rates,  and  that  the  through 
tariffs  now  in  force  do  not  greatly  exceed  the  figures  con- 
tended for  by  the  complainant.  It  is  evident,  also,  that  what 
we  are  asked  to  decide  concerning  proper  charges  to  the 
various  terminals   reached    by  these  defendants  bears  quite 
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directly  upon  the  the  general  subject  of  relative  rates  between 
Pacific  and  intermediate  points  on  other  transcontinental 
lines,  which,  in  a  variety  of  forms,  is  presented  to  us  in  other 
proceedings,  and  is  now  the  subject  of  much  consideration. 
For  these  reasons  it  seems  unsuitable,  at  this  time,  to  under- 
take the  decision  of  Nos.  184  and  185,  bo  far  as  the  reason- 
ableness of  the  through  rate  complained  of  is  an  issue  in 
those  cases.  That  question,  in  our  judgment,  should  be 
passed  upon  in  the  light  of  present  charges,  customs  and 
conditions,  and  in  connection  with  the  determination  of 
reasonable  rates  for  intermediate  places  on  the  same  roads 

Similar  suggestions  apply  to  the  uniform  or  **  blanket  '* 
rate  from  all  points  east  of  the  97th  meridian,  which  was 
alleged  to  effect  an  unlawful  discrimination  entitling  the 
complainant  to  relief.  This  subject  was  discussed  in  the 
report  made  in  No.  218,  and  the  method  then  in  force,,  by 
which  equal  charges  were  applied  to  through  shipments 
from  all  places  in  this  territory,  was  not  held  to  be  prejudi- 
cial. Since  that  time  this  feature  of  tariff  construction  has 
been  extensively  modified  by  the  voluntary  action  of  the  car- 
riers, and  we  are  disinclined  to  disturb  the  existing  arrange- 
ment without  further  proof  of  its  operation  and  effect.  It  is 
not  to  be  inferred  from  this  statement  that  either  the  former 
or  the  present  practice  in  this  respect  receives  our  approval. 
We  express  no  opinion  as  to  its  equity  or  lawfulness,  but 
leave  it  open  for  such  further  examination  as  may  hereafter 
be  required. 

The  free  carriage  of  barrels  as  the  only  method  of  eqaliz- 
ing  the  relation  between  the  two  classes  of  shippers  was 
stoutly  contended  for  in  these  proceedings.  We  are  greatly 
impressed  with  the  difficulties  which  this  question  presents, 
and  have  endeavored  to  gi^e  it  the  most  thoughtful  attention. 
Whether  the  advantages  which  the  tank  shipper  apparently 
enjoys  ;ire  a  mere  incident  of  his  business,  for  which  the  car- 
rier should  not  be  held  responsible,  or  whether  these  benefits 
result  from  discriminjiting  usages  adopted  by  the  railroads, 
and  their  failure  to  supply  all  customers  with  a  special 
vehicle  suited  to  the  demands  of  a  special  traffic,  must  be,  in 
any  particular  case,  a  most  perplexing  inquiry.     To  require 
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• 

the  barrels  in  which  this  article  is  shipped  to  be  carried 
without  expense  is  contrary  to  the  general  and  lawful  custom 
which  includes  the  package  in  the  freight  to  be  paid  for  ;  yet, 
in  certain  situations  and  under  certain  circumstances,  there 
may  be  no  other  remedy  for  actual  injustice,  ai^d  no  other 
effectual  means  by  which  the  carrier  can  render  equal  and 
impartial  service  to  every  patron. 

We  have  aheady  taken  occasion  to  point  out  the  only 
instance  in  which  this  precise  claim  has  been  heretofore  made 
or  allowed,  and  in  doing  so  have  sought  to  emphasize  the 
proposition  that  rulings  based  upon  special  facts  and  local 
conditions  are  not  to  be  regarded  as  formulated  precepts  for 
general  observance.  The  proceeding  in  which  the  free  trans- 
portation of  petroleum  packages  was  ordered  appears  to 
differ  from  those  now  under  review  in  several  important 
respects.  In  that  case  the  length  of  the  haul  was  relatively 
short,  the  volume  of  oil  business  large,  and  the  various  con- 
ditions, affecting  value  of  service  and  cost  of  carriage,  com- 
paratively uniform  from  shipping  points  to  destination.  So 
far  as  appeared,  the  only  modes  of  shipment  for  this  com- 
modity were  the  horizontal  tank  and  barrels  carrie(J  in  ordi- 
nary box  cars.  In  one  way  or  the  other  the  entire  transpor- 
tation of  refined  oil  was  effected,  and  there  was  sharp  and 
earnest  rivalry  between  producers  employing  these  two 
methods  for  reaching  a  common  market.  In  short,  the  Com- 
mission was  satisfied  upon  the  facts  there  disclosed  that 
unfair  and  illegal  preferences  to  the  shipper  in  tanks  resulted 
from  the  mere  circumstance  that  packages  of  one  sort  were 
hauled  without  expense,  while  the  others  paid  the  same  rate 
as  their  contents ;  and  for  this  palpable  and  injurious  dis- 
crimination there  appeared  to  be  no  adequate  remedy,  except 
to  require  the  free  carriage  of  barrels.  In  the  cases  now 
under  consideration  different  conditions  are  discovered,  and 
inequitable  results  from  a  similar  system  of  charges  are  not 
so  clearly  established.  The  lines  operated  by  these  defend- 
ants are  much  greater  in  length,  extending  southward  to  the 
Gulf  and  westward  to  the  distant  Pacific.  They  traverse  a 
section  of  country  quite  unlike  that  which  borders  on  the 
Atlantic.    At  every  river  and  seaport  terminal  they  encounter 
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the  constantly  lower  rates  of  water  carriage,  and  their  busi- 
ness in  other  ways  is  conducted  under  varying  and  peculiar 
diflSculties.  Moreover,  a  large  portion  of  the  traffic  goes  by 
neither  of  the  modes  which  have  been  herein  compared.  It 
appears  from  the  evidence  that  nearly  eighty  per  cent,  of  the 
oil  carried  by  the  transcontinental  roads  is  shipped  in  cases, 
and  barely  seventeen  per  cent,  in  tanks.  This  fact  alone  is 
of  great  significance,  and  might  well  cause  us  to  hesitate  in 
applying  to  the  situation  now  before  us  a  rule  deemed 
salutary  where  case  shipments  were  unknown.  A  regulation 
which  promotes  fairness  and  relative  equality  when  the  entire 
carriage  is  confined  to  tanks  and  barrels  might  be  an  unjust 
and  oppressive  requirement  where  four-fifths  of  the  trans- 
portation is  effected  by  another  mode.  The  large  percentage 
of  oil  carried  in  cases  introduces  a  new  and  important  factor, 
and  adds  to  the  controversy  an  independent  element  which 
must  be  taken  into  account. 

It  is  not  improbable  that  the  charges  and  methods  chal- 
lenged by  the  complainant  are  offensive  to  the  spirit  and  pur- 
poses of  the  law.  In  some  particulars  they  seem  open  to 
serious  criticism,  and  we  might  infer  that  just  conclusions 
would  condemn  many  of  these  practices  as  unlawful.  But  we 
are  not  prepared  to  hold,  upon  the  facts  which  have  been 
shown  and  the  knowledge  we  now  possess,  that  the  free  car- 
riage of  barrels  by  these  defendents  should,  at  this  time,  be 
required.  Before  reaching  that  conclusion  we  desire  to  be 
made  acquainted  with  the  present  situation  of  this  traffic  and 
the  results  exhibited  by  recent  experience. 

We  are  not,  however,  to  be  understood  as  sanctioning  the 
system  of  rate-making  for  oil  transportation  by  which  tanks 
are  carried  without  expense,  while  barrels  are  charged  for 
the  same  as  their  contents.  No  such  intimation  is  intended. 
We  simply  refrain  for  the  present  from  requii^iig  the  defend- 
ants to  modify  their  tariffs  in  this  respect,  and  reserve  further 
opinion  for  fuller  information  and  more  satisfactory  inquiry. 
It  may  be  that  relative  justice  between  these  two  modes  of  con- 
veyance can  only  be  secured  l)y  the  free  carriage  of  barrels, 
or  other  equalizing  concession  to  that  form  of  shipment,  but 
a  final  determination  to  that  effect  does  not  seem  to  be  war- 
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ranted  by  what  we  now  know  of  tliis  traflBle  on  the  lines  in 
question.  The  carriers  complained  of  cannot  be  unmind- 
ful of  the  obligations  which  the  statute  imposes,  and  must 
be  aware  that  no  regulations  are  unlawful  which  do  not 
operate  to  the  equal  and  impartial  advantage  of  every 
patron  without  regard  to  volume  of  business  or  mode  of 
shipment.  The  recognition  of  this  paramount  duty  should 
induce  such  voluntary  action  as  will  accomplish  the  just  pur- 
poses of  the  law,  and  obviate  the  necessity  for  more  explicit 
directions. 

Having  thus  indicated  the  disposition  which,  under  the  cir- 
cumstances recited,  we  think  should  now  be  made  of  the  prin- 
cipal issues  in  these  several  cases,  we  proceed  to  consider  the 
remaining  questions  which  are  more  or  less  important. 

The  substance  of  the  other  charges,  without  pursuing  the 
order  in  which  they  are  set  forth  in  the  various  petitions,  may 
be  stated  as  follows : 

1st.  That  the  defendants  fail  and  refuse  to  furnish  tank  cars 
to  the  complainant. 

2d.  That  the  rates  on  coal  oil,  as  compared  with  the  rates 
on  cotton-seed  oil  and  turpentine,  are  so  adjusted  as  to 
unlawfully  discriminate  against  the  former  and  in  favor  of 
the  latter. 

3d.  That  the  rates  on  cotton-seed  oil  and  turpentine,  trans- 
ported north  in  tank  cars  which  have  carried  coal  oil  south, 
are  made  so  low  as  practically,  in  connection  with  the  mile- 
age paid  by  defendants  for  the  use  of  tank  cars,  to  effect  a 
rebate  or  discrimination  in  favor  of  shippers  of  coal  oil  in 
tanks  as  against  shippers  of  the  same  article  in  barrels. 

4th.  That  the  modes  adopted  by  defendants  of  estimating 
the  weiglit  and  quantity  of  oil  in  barrels  and  oil  in  tanks 
respectively,  for  the  })urpose  of  fixing  the  freight  charges 
thereon,  effect  an  unjust  discrimination  against  oil  carried  in 
barrels  and  in  favor  of  oil  carried  in  tanks. 

5th.  That  the  complainant,  shipping  chiefly  in  barrels,  is 
subjected  to  unreasonable   prejudice   and   disadvantage   in 
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comparison  with  other  persons  shipping  mainly  in  tank  cars 
owned  by  them. 

6th.  That  the  rates  charged  by  defendants  for  the  trans- 
portation of  coal  oil  from  Cincinnati  and  Louisville  on  the 
Ohio  Eiver  to  points  south  are  unreasonable  and  unjust. 

7th.  That  the  defendants,  in  numerous  instances  specified, 
violate  the  4th  section  of  the  Act  to  regulate  commerce,  in 
respect  to  long  and  short  hauls,  to  the  detriment  and  injury 
of  complainant. 

The  first  three  of  these  grievances  present  no  serious  diflBl- 
culty,  and  may  be  disposed  of  without  extended  comment. 

As  to  the  failure  and  neglect  to  furnish  tank  cars  : 

The  Commission  has  several  times  decided  that  it  possesses 
no  authority  to  compel  carriers  subject  to  its  jurisdiction,  to 
provide  any  particular  kind  of  cars  or  other  special  equipment. 
The  reasons  for  this  conclusion  are  stated  at  some  length  in 
the  case  of  Scofield  et  al,  v.  Lake  Sh.  &  Mich.  So.  R'y  Co.,  2 1. 
C.  C.  K.  116,  2  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  76,  and  as  the  opinion 
there  announced  is  still  adhered  to,  the  argument  need  not 
be  repeated. 

As  to  discriminations-  resulting  from  the  relative  charges 
for  transporting  coal  oil  on  the  one  hand  and  cotton-seed  oil 
and  turpentine  on  the  other : 

The  commodities  in  question  are  not  at  all  competitive  in 
the  uses  to  which  they  are  applied  by  dealers  or  consumers, 
and  it  is  not  easy  to  perceive  that  the  market  price  of  one, 
whether  at  the  point  of  production  or  elsewhere,  can  appre- 
ciably affect  the  market  price  of  the  other.  In  the  absence 
of  some  competing  relation  between  different  articles  of 
trafiBc,  there  would  seem  to  be  no  opportunity,  by  means 
solely  of  the  rates  imposed  upon  them  respectively,  for  that 
unjust  discrimination  which  the  law  forbids.  Disadvantage 
to  the  shipper  of  one  product  can  hardly  be  predicated  upon 
the  charges  for  transporting  another  product,  differing  essen- 
tially in  character  from  the  former  and  widely  dissimilar  in 
the  demands  which  it  supplies.  In  such  cases  the  rates  them- 
selves are  insuflScient  to  convict  the  carrier  of  discrimation. 
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The  amount  actually  charged  on  one  commodity  may,  how- 
ever, be  of  great  importance  in  determining  whether  the 
charge  on  another  commodity  is  reasonable  or  otherwise, 
especially  when  both  have  numerous  points  of  resemblance 
in  respect  to  the  cost  and  hazard  of  transportation.  The 
rates  on  cotton-seed  oil  and  turpentine  may,  therefore,  have 
some  bearing  on  the  reasonableness  of  the  coal  oil  rate, 
which  is  distinctly  challenged  in  these  proceedings,  and  in 
that  connection  will  be  hereafter  considered. 

As  to  discriminations  resulting  from  shipments  of  oil  in 
tanks,  with  low  return  rates  on  cotton  seed  oil  and  turpen- 
tine in  same  tanks,  in  connection  with  mileage  paid  for  use 
of  tank  cars : 

The  sufficient  answer  to  this  complaint  is  the  absence  of 
any  proof  to  sustain  it.  The  evidence  is  clearly  to  the  eflfect 
that  the  shippers  of  coal  oil  are  entirely  diflferent  persons 
from  the  shippers  of  cotton-seed  oil  and  turpentine.  No 
connection  was  shown  between  these  diflferent  classes  of 
shippers,  and  nothing  appears  from  which  it  can  be  found 
that  there  is  any  agreement  or  understanding  with  the  car- 
riers, by  which  the  shipper  of  coal  oil  in  tanks  is  in  any 
respect  benefited  by  the  low  rates  on  cotton-seed  oil  and  tur- 
pentine. The  mileage  paid  on  tank  cars  is  the  customary  f 
of  a  cent  per  mile,  but  how  much  that  amounts  to  per  car,  in 
any  given  period  of  time,  is  in  no  way  disclosed ;  nor  is  there 
other  testimony  in  the  record  to  support  a  finding  that  injus- 
tice to  tlie  baiTel  shipper  results,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  from 
the  payment  of  this  usual  mileage  to  the  owners  of  tanks. 
No  device  for  evading  the  law  could  be  more  unfair  or  oflfen- 
sive  than  a  manipulation  of  rates  on  similar,  but  non-com- 
peting, articles  of  commerce,  which  had  the  effect  of  securing 
to  a  shipper,  largely  interested  in  both,  an  illegal  advantage 
over  a  rival  dealing  only  in  one.  If  the  refiners  who  send 
their  products  over  these  roads  in  tanks  owned  by  themselves 
were  shown  to  be  identified  with  the  return  traffic  conveyed 
in  their  own  cars,  the  great  disparity  in  rates,  between  coal 
oil  carried  in  one  direction  and  cotton-seed  oil  and  turpen- 
tine brought  back  in  the  same  vehicles,  might  well  convict 
the  carrier  of  discriminations  most  odious  and  reprehensible. 
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There  may  be  some  ground  for  suspecting  a  secret  alliance 
or  mutuality  of  interest  between  the  two  classes  of  shippers, 
and  a  complete  disclosure  of  facts  and  circumstances,  not 
now  made  to  appear,  might  fairly  establish,  in  these  dissimi- 
lar charges  for  services  apparently  much  alike,  an  intentional 
scheme  for  securing  to  shippers  in  tanks  an  unjust  and 
unlawful  advantage.  But  we  cannot  accept  surmise  for 
proof,  nor  find  disobedience  of  the  law  in  mere  opportunity 
for  wrong  doing.  Upon  the  record  as  it  now  stands,  this 
particular  contention  can  not  be  sustained. 

For  the  proper  determination  of  such  questions  as  have 
not  yet  been  considered,  a  brief  statement  of  facts  is  neces- 
sary. 

FINDINGS   OF  FACT. 

1.  The  complainant  in  these  proceedings  is  a  refiner  of  oil 
and  other  products  of  petroleum,  carrying  on  business  at 
Marietta,  Ohio,  and  other  places,  and  having  occasion  to  use 
the  various  lines  of  railroad  operated  by  the  defendants  for 
the  transportation  of  his  merchandise. 

2.  The  defendants  are  severally  common  carriers,  under 
different  corporate  names,  engaged  in  interstate  commerce. 

3.  The  two  modes  of  transporting  oil,  which  are  made  the 
special  subject  of  this  investigation,  are  wooden  barrels  car- 
ried in  common  box  cars,  often  of  inferior  quality,  and  cylin- 
drical iron  tanks,  either  upright  or  longitudinal,  permanently 
affixed  to  car  trucks  quite  similar  to  those  in  ordinary  use. 
The  longitudinal  tank  car  has  no  carrying  space  or  capacity 
aside  from  the  cylinder,  and  is  sufficiently  described  by  the 
terms  employed  for  that  purpose.  The  upright  tank  car  is  a 
species  of  combination  car,  often  called  "box  tank,"  having 
a  vertical  iron  cyclinder  at  each  end  for  carrying  liquids,  the 
space  between  being  occupied  with  a  wooden  structure  or 
box  suitable  for  the  conveyance  of  other  merchandise.  Tank 
cars  are  not  furnished  by  the  carriers,  but  belong  to  the  ship- 
pers, or  other  persons  or  corporations,  who  receive  from  the 
defendants  the  customary  mileage  of  J  of  a  cent  for  each  mile 
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of  haul  loaded  or  empty,  with  this  exception,  that  longitu- 
dinal tank  cars  which  have  been  loaded  with  oil  for  Pacific 
coast  points  are  returned  empty  to  the  Missouri  river  at  a 
charge  to  the  shipper  of  $105  per  car  (formerly  $95),  and  that 
mileage  is  not  paid  by  the  Southern  Pacific  Company  on 
returning  upright  tank  cars  when  empty.  The  upright  tank 
cars  are  generally  used  in  Pacific  coast  business,  the  two 
tanks  holding  together  an  average  of  about  3,800  gallons. 
The  space  between  the  tanks,  which  is  from  18  to  20  feet  in 
length,  may  be  utilized  to  some  extent  for  the  carriage  of 
other  commodities  when  the  tanks  are  full,  and  may  be  freely 
used  for  such  other  freight  when  the  tanks  are  empty.  These 
cars  weigh  about  28,000  lbs.  The  weight  of  longitudinal 
tank  cars  averages  about  21,000  lbs.  and  they  vary  in  capac- 
ity from  3,000  to  about  6,000  gallons.  A  few  cars  hold  less 
than  3,000  gallons.  Box  cars  weigh  about  26,500  lbs.,  and 
in  those  of  the  larger  class  it  is  possible  to  load  one  hundred 
barrels  of  oil.  It  is  not,  however,  regarded  safe  to  place  a 
double  tier  of  barreled  oil  in  a  box  car.  The  usual  and  pre- 
scribed minimum  carload  of  oil  in  barrels  is  60  barrels,  and 
the  minimum  tank-car  load  is  its  shell  capacity.  The 
charges  for  tank  transportation  are  limited  to  the  oil  car- 
ried, while  charges  on  barreled  oil  include  the  package  as 
part  of  the  shipment  paid  for.  The  tariff  rates  are  the  same 
per  hundred  pounds  for  both  modes  of  conveyance.  About 
80  per  cent,  of  all  the  petroleum  sent  to  the  Pacific  coast 
points  is  shipped  in  tin  cans  packed  in  wooden  cases  weigh- 
ing 80  lbs.  each,  including  the  case.  Three-fourths  of  com- 
plainant's shipments  to  the  Pacific  coast  have  been  in  cases, 
and  his  entire  business  to  these  points  has  been  about  40 
carloads  a  year,  of  which  ten  carloads  was  in  barrels.  Com- 
plainant's  barrels  cost  him  about  81.05  each.  Second-hand 
petroleum  barrels  sell  in  some  parts  of  the  south  for  75  cents 
a  piece,  and  for  about  a  dollar  on  the  Pacific  coast;  but  the 
price  of  barrels  depends  largely  upon  the  locality  where  the 
refiner  or  shipper  is  obliged  to  purchase  and  the  oil  dealer  is 
able  to  sell  them. 

4.  The  weiij^ht  per  gallon  of  petroleum  and  its  products 
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ranges  from  5 J  pounds  for  naphtha  to  7^  pounds  for  lubricat- 
ing oil.  While  the  average  weight  of  these  various  products 
is  not  satisfactorily  shown,  the  actual  weight  of  refined  petro- 
leum oil  is  not  less  than  6.5  pounds  per  gallon  and  does  not 
appear  to  exceed  6.7  pounds.  It  was  not  claimed  by  defend- 
ants that  refined  petroleum  oil  weighs  less  than  6.5  pounds 
per  gallon.  All  these  commodities  when  shipped  in  tank 
cars  are  estimated  by  the  defendants  at  6.3  pounds  per  gal- 
lon, which  they  claim  to  be  their  actual  average  weight. 
This  estimate  may  be  correct  on  the  assumption  that  an 
equal  amount  of  each  product  is  shipped;  but  taking  into 
account  the  very  large  excess  of  refined  oil  over  all  the  other 
products  combined,  the  estimate  is  clearly  below  the  actual 
weight  of  the  merchandise  carried.  The  volume  of  ship- 
ments actually  weighing  less  than  6.5  pounds  is  so  small  in 
comparison  with  the  total  petroleum  tonnage  as  to  be  practi- 
cally insignificant.  When  shipment  is  made  in  barrels,  the 
defendants  estimate  the  total  w^eight  of  oil  and  barrel  at  400 
pounds.  The  average  capacity  of  an  oil  barrel  is  50  gallons; 
filled  with  refined  petroleum  it  weighs  400  to  410  pounds. 
The  weight  ot  complainant's  refined  oil  is  6.7  pounds  per 
gallon,  and  of  his  barrels  70  pounds,  or  a  total  of  405  pounds. 
Under  this  method  of  estimating  weights,  the  shipper  in 
tank  cars  can  send  refined  oil  at  less  total  cost  for  the  same 
weight  of  freight  than  the  shipper  in  barrels  between  the 
same  points.  The  estimated  weight  of  tank  oil  is  from  two 
to  four  tenths  pounds  per  gallon  less  than  actual  weight, 
while  barrel  shipments  are  under  estimated  only  to  tlie  extent 
that  actual  weight  exceeds  400  pounds.  The  advantage  result- 
ing to  the  tank  shipper  from  this  system  of  estimates  is  more 
clearly  shown  by  illustration.  Suppose  two  carload  ship- 
ments are  made  from  Cincinnati  to  San  Francisco,  one  in 
barrels  and  one  in  a  tank  car,  each  estimated  to  weigh  24,000 
pounds.  At  the  present  rate  of  87^  cents  per  hundred  pounds 
the  charges  on  each  shipment  would  be  S210.  Take  first  the 
case  which  would  put  the  barrel  shipper  most  nearly  on 
equal  terms  with  the  tank  shipper,  viz.,  where  the  tank  oil 
actually  weighs  only  6.5  pounds  per  gallon  and  the  baiTel  of 
oil  actually  weighs  410  pounds.    In  that  case  the  barrel  ship- 
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per,  reckoning  60  barrels  to  the  carload,  pays  $210  for  the 
transportation  of  24,600  pounds  of  freight.  But  the  tank 
shipper  for  the  same  money  gets  a  carload  carried,  estimated 
at  24,000  pounds  on  the  basis  of  6.3  pounds  per  gallon,  which 
in  fact  weighs  24,761.9  pounds,  or  a  diflference  of  161.9 
pounds  in  his  favor.  Taking  the  other  extreme,  viz., 
where  the  tank  oil  actually  weighs  6.7  pounds  per  gallon, 
and  the  barrel  of  oil  weighs  only  400  pounds,  and  the  barrel 
shipper  pays  $210  for  the  transportation  of  24,000  pounds  of 
freight,  while  the  tank  shipper  gets  25,523.8  pounds  carried 
for  the  same  money,  a  difference  in  favor  of  the  latter  of 
1,523.8  pounds.  Or,  to  state  the  result  in  another  form,  the 
tank  shipper  gets  an  advantage  which  in  one  case  amounts 
to  $1.41  per  car  and  in  the  other  case  to  $13.33  per  car. 
If  we  take  6.6  pounds  as  the  actual  weight  of  tank  oil  and 
405  pounds  as  the  actual  weight  of  a  barrel  of  oil,  the  additional 
freight  carried  for  the  tank  shipper  amounts  to  842.8  pounds, 
equivalent  to  $7.37  per  car.  These  figures  indicate  the  nature 
and  extent  of  the  discrimination  against  the  shipper  in  bar- 
rels which  results  solely  from  this  method  of  estimating 
weights,  without  taking  into  account  any  allowance  for  loss 
by  leakage  or  evaporation.  Upon  any  basis  of  calculation 
permitted  by  the  evidence,  the  tank  shipper  secures  an 
advantage  which,  while  inconsiderable  upon  a  single  ship- 
ment, is  nevertheless  so  certain  and  constant  as  to  be  sub- 
stantial and  important  in  the  aggregate.  When  these  cases 
were  heard,  the  Southern  Pacific  Company  charged  on  actual 
weight  of  oil,  if  ascertainable,  otherwise  according  to  an 
estimate  of  6.5  pounds  per  gallon  prescribed  in  Circular  No. 
13,  Transcontinental  Association,  effective  May  10,  1889. 
Supplement  3-D  to  West  Bound  Transcontinental  Tariff.  No. 
22,  of  October  1,  1889,  put  the  weight,  when  it  could  not 
be  ascertained,  at  6.3  pounds,  but  Circular  No.  13  was  not 
abrogated  in  terms  until  the  issuance  of  Circular  No.  21, 
effective  March  22,  1890.  Supplement  No.  3-H  to  West 
Bound  Tariff  No.  22,  effective  June  4,  1890,  says  nothing 
about  actual  weight  of  tank  shipments,  but  provides  that  the 
weight  per  gallon  shall  be  computed  at  6.3  pounds.  The 
present  regulation  is  to  the  same  effect.     Tlie  oil  tariff  of  the 
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Louisville  &  Nashville  road  also  prescribed  6,3  pounds  per 
gallon  for  tank  shipments  without  any  reference  to  actual 
weight. 

5.  The  defendants  require  a  tank  carload  to  be  the  full 
capacity  of  the  tank,  but  permit  it  to  be  billed  "  at  not  more 
than  42  gallons  less  than  the  actual  capacity  of  the  tank." 
This  deduction  of  42  gallons  is  allowed  irrespective  of  the 
capacity  of  the  tank  car.  There  are  several  organized  tank  line 
companies  and  a  number  of  refining  companies  owning  tank 
cars,  the  capacities  of  which  are  published  in  gauge  books. 
Most  of  the  eastern  lines  have  these  books,  and  are  supplied 
with  notices  of  changes  in  their  capacities  which  from  time 
to  time  occur.  For  shipments  west  of  the  Missouri  River 
a  joint  tank  line  circular,  issued  by  the  Western  Freight 
and  Trans-Missouri  Freight  Associations  was  at  the  time  of 
the  hearing,  and  a  succeeding  one  is  now,  in  use  by  roads 
named  thereon.  The  Southern  Pacific  Company  is  not  men- 
tioned in  these  circulars.  The  gauge  books  show  the  num- 
bers of  each  car,  the  full  capacity  of  the  tank  in  gallons,  and 
the  billing  capacity  both  in  gallons  and  pounds.  The  differ- 
ence between  the  full  and  the  billing  capacity  is  42  gallons. 
The  joint  tank  line  circular  above  mentioned  only  gives  the 
number  of  the  car,  and  the  billing  capacity  in  gallons  and 
pounds.  This  allowance  of  42  gallons  per  car  is  made 
mainly  on  account  of  leakage  and  evaporation.  At  one  time 
a  deduction  of  62  gallons  was  mad-e.  No  allowance  is  made 
for  leakage  and  evaporation  from  shipments  iu  barrels.  The 
average  leakage  from  a  barrel  of  refined  oil  is  about  half  a 
gallon  Tank  cars  have  a  tow^er  or  dome  at  the  top  which  is 
not  taken  into  account  when  the  capacity  is  measured.  These 
cars  cannot  with  safety  be  entirely  filled  with  oil  in  a  con- 
densed state  and  tightly  covered,  on  account  of  the  danger 
of  explosion  from  expansion  of  the  oil.  Barrels  cannot  be 
completely  filled  with  such  oil  for  the  same  reason. 

6.  Petroleum  shipped  in  tanks  to  Pacific  coast  points  is 
not  shown  to  have  been  roconsij^ned  or  reshipped  in  barrels 
in  any  considerable  quantities,  being  usually  sold  locally  in 
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the  larger  towns  where  tank  stations  are  situated.  Tank  sta- 
tions are  also  located  at  various  junction  or  central  points  in 
the  south.  It  does  not  appear  that  rates  on  tank  shipments 
to  these  stations  added  to  rates  on  barrel  consignments 
therefrom  to  local  points  were  less  than  rates  on  barrel  oil 
direct  to  such  local  points.  Tank  car  rates  in  southern  ter- 
ritory are  only  in  effect  to  points  where  facilities  for  hand- 
ling oil  in  tanks  have  been  provided.  Complainant  has  no 
tank  stations.  These  stations  are  large  iron  tanks  erected 
for  the  reception  of  oil  from  tank  cars ;  the  oil  is  drawn  from 
the  tank  station  into  barrels,  cases  or  wagon  tanks  used  for 
local  delivery.  The  Louisville  &  Nashville  road  has  allowed 
the  Standard  Oil  Co.  of  Kentucky  to  put  40  or  50  cylindrical 
tanks  on  its  own  trucks,  so  that  the  shipper  and  carrier  own 
each  part  of  these  cars,  but  what  arrangement  exists  between 
them  in  regard  to  the  carriage  or  use  of  these  tanks  is  not 
shown. 

EaTES   OVER  THE  L0UIS\TLLE   &  NaSHVILLE   KoAD. 

7.  The  main  line  of  this  road  consists  of  the  following 
divisions :  The  Cincinnati  division,  from  Cincinnati  to  Louis- 
ville;  the  Main  Stem  division,  from  Louisville  to  Nashville ; 
the  Nashville  and  Decatur  division,  from  Nashville  to  Deca- 
tur ;  the  South  and  North  Alabama  division,  from  Decatur  to 
Montgomery ;  the  Mobile  and  Montgomery  division,  from 
Montgomery  to  Mobile ;  and  the  Mobile  and  New  Orleans 
division,  from  Mobile  to  New  Orleans.  Various  branch 
roads  connect  with  the  main  line  at  different  points.  One  of 
these  is  called  the  Memphis  branch,  and  extends  from  Mem- 
phis Junction  on  the  main  line  to  Memphis. 

8.  There  are  no  petroleum  refineries  south  of  the  Ohio 
river  except  at  Louisville,  and  where  shipments  of  oil  origi- 
nate at  points  south  of  Louisville,  the  oil  must  have  been 
previously  shipped  to  these  points.  The  total  shipments  of 
coal  oil  and  petroleum  south  over  the  road  during  the  year 
ending  June  30,  1889,  were: 
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From  Cincinnati  division  (presumably  from  Cin- 
cinnati)    19,562  tons 

From  Main  Stem  division  (presumably  from  Lou- 
isville)    19,436  tons 

Total 38,998  tons 

Not  all,  but  probably  a  very  large  proportion,  of  this  ton- 
nage went  south  over  the  main  line  and  Memphis  branch. 
The  shipments  of  oil  for  that  year  north  and  south  from 
points  on  defendant's  line  between  the  Ohio  Kiver  and  the 
Gulf,  and  from  points  on  the  Memphis  branch,  were,  stating 
only  shipments  north  from  Main  Stem  points,  as  follows  : 

North.        South. 
Divisions.  Tons.         Tons. 

Main   Stem 422 

Nashville  &  Decatur 80  807 

South  &  North  Alabama 597  187 

Mobile  &  Montgomery 183  147 

Mobile  &  New  Orleans 452  8 

Memphis  branch 692  105 

Totals 2,426         1,254 

9.  The  approximate  value  of  refined  petroleum  is  about  6 
<;ents  per  gallon.  Crude  cotton-seed  oil  is  worth  about  28 
cents  per  gallon,  while  the  price  of  the  refined  article  ranges 
according  to  quality  from  about  35  to  50  cents  per  gallon. 
Both  cotton-seed  oil  and  petroleum  are  carried  baiTeled  in 
box  cars  and  in  bulk  in  tank  cars  ;  and  cars  in  which  petro- 
leum has  been  taken  south  may  and  do  have  cotton-seed  oil 
and  turpentine  for  loading  north.  This  road's  total  tonnage 
north  is  considerably  in  excess  of  its  total  tonnage  south,  but 
the  total  northbound  movement  of  cotton-seed  oil,  turpentine 
and  petroleum  is  considerably  less  in  volume  than  the  south- 
bound f  -lipments  of  petroleum.  The  rates  on  southbound 
shipments  of  refined  petroleum  from  Cincinnati  and  Louis- 
ville are  in  many  instances  very  much  higher,  some  are  over 
60  per  cent,  higher  than  rates  on  northbound  shipments  of 
cotton-seed  oil  from  the  same  points  to  Cincinnati  and  Louis- 
ville ;  but  petroleum  rates  from  the  Ohio  Eiver  to  Memphis 
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and  Mobile  are  about  the  same  as  rates  on  cotton-seed  oil 
shipped  in  the  contrary  direction  between  these  points,  and 
the  tendency  of  the  evidence  is  to  show  that  cotton-seed  oil 
rates  from  Mobile  and  Memphis  are  kept  at  a  low  figure  by 
water  competition. 

10.  Liquor  in  barrels  is  classed  much  lower  than  petroleum 
in  the  regidar  tariffs  of  this  defendant,  although  it  is  worth 
many  times  as  much  as  petroleum.  Cotton-seed  oil  is  classi- 
fied by  this  defendant  as  5th  class,  not  released,  and  6th  class 
released.  Petroleum  released  is  in  the  6th  class.  There  is, 
however,  a  special  commodity  tariff  for  cotton-seed  oil  which 
makes  rates  much  lower  than  the  class  rates.  The  rates  on 
petroleum  are  also  complicated  by  a  special  commodity  tariff 
on  that  product  between  certain  points.  The  following 
tables  show  rates  and  distances  from  Cincinnati  and  Louis- 
ville : 

I.  From  Cincinnati,  O.,  via  Main  Line. 

To  Gallatin,  Tenn 269  miles,  34J^  cts.  per  100  Ibs^ 

Nashville,  Tenn 295 

Columbia,  Tenn 342 

Pulaski,  Tenn 375 

Decatur,  Ala 417 

Cullman,  Ala 450 

Birmingham,  Ala 504 

Calera,  Ala 537 

Montgomery,   Ala 600 

Greenville,   Ala 644 

Mobile,   Ala 780 

New  Orleans,  La 921 
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II.  From  Louisville,  Ky.,  via  Main  Line. 

To  Gallatin,  Tenn 159  miles,  30    cts.  per  100  lbs. 

"  Nashville,  Tenn 185      "      16 

"  Columbia,  Tenn 232      "      31 

"  Pulaski,  Tenn 265      "      44 

"  Decatur,  Ala 307      "      30 

"  Cullman,  Ala 340      "      47 
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To  Birmingham,  Ala 394  miles,  33    cts.  per  100  lbs. 

''  Calera,  Ala 427      "      50 

**  Montgomery,   Ala 490      "      33 

**  Greenville,  Ala 534      "      52 

"  Mobile,  Ala 670      "      18 

''  New  Orleans,  La 811      "      18 

III.  From  Cincinnati,  O.,  via  Memphis  branch. 

To  Clarksville,  Tenn 287  miles,  20^  cts.  per  100  lbs. 

"  Paris,   Tenn 356      "      33^ 

"  Milan,  Tenn 394      "      32^ 

**  Memphis,  Tenn 487      "      16^ 

IV.  From  Louisville,  Ky.,  via  Memphis  Branch. 

To  Clarksville,  Tenn 177  miles,  16    cts.  per  100  lbs. 

"  Paris,  Tenn 246      "      29 

**  Milan,  Tenn 284      ''      28 

"  Memphis,  Tenn 377      "      12 


((  C( 

(C  tt 


These  tables  show  greater  charges  for  shorter  than  for  longer 
■distances  over  the  same  line  in  the  same  direction  and  widely 
disproportionate  rates  according  to  the  distances  therein 
named.  Rates  on  oil  sent  south  from  Baltimore  are  the  same 
as  from  Cleveland.  Louisville  shipments  take  rates  13  cents 
less  than  Cleveland  rates,  and  4^  cents  less  than  those  in 
effect  from  Cincinnati.  Rates  from  Baltimore  to  Decatur, 
Birmingham  and  Montgomery,  for  instance,  were  46  cents 
per  100  lbs.;  from  Louisville  33  cents,  and  from  Cincinnati  37^ 
cents.  The  Decatur  rate  has  been  changed  and  from  Louis- 
ville, it  is  now  30  cents.  From  Louisville  to  Gallatin,  159 
miles,  the  6th  class  rate  of  30  cents  is  charged,  but  the  rate 
to  Nashville  from  Louisville,  185  miles,  although  one  cent 
higher  than  the  rate  named  for  6th  class  goods  to  that  point, 
is  a  special  commodity  rate,  and  is  only  16  cents.  The  rate 
from  Nashville  back  to  Gallatin,  26  miles,  is  15  cents.  To  Col- 
umbia and  Puliski  the  charge  is  \u;\de  by  adding  to  the  com- 
modity rate  to  Nashville  the  6th  class  rate  from  Nashville  to 
Columbia  and  Pulaski  respectively,  that  is  to  say,  16  cents 
Louisville  to  Nashvillt^,  185  miles,  and  15  cents  additional  to 
Columbia,  47  miles  from   Nashville,  and  28   cents  additional 
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to  Pulaski,  80  miles  from  Nashville.  The  rate  to  Decatur, 
307  miles,  is  as  above  stated,  30  cents,  and  is  14  cents  lower 
than  the  charge  to  Pulaski,  which  is  42  miles  nearer  Louis- 
ville ;  it  is  1  cent  lower  than  the  Columbia  charge,  and  the 
same  as  the  rate  to  Gallatin.  The  rate  to  Cullman,  47  cents, 
is  based  on  the  30  cent  rate  to  Decatur  plus  the  local  rate  of 
17  cents  to  Cullman.  A  charge  of  33  cents  is  made  to  both 
Birmingham  and  Montgomery,  which  are  distant  from  Louis- 
ville 394  and  490  miles  respectively.  Calera,  33  miles  farther 
than  Birmingham,  and  63  miles  nearer  than  Montgomery,  is 
given  a  rate  of  50  cents,  17  cents  higher  than  the  33  cent  rate 
to  those  points.  Greenville,  534  miles  from  Louisville,  is 
charged  52  cents.  This  is  based  on  the  very  low  rate  of  18 
cents  to  Mobile  plus  the  local  rate  of  34  cents  for  a  haul  of 
136  miles  back  to  Greenville.  The  Greenville  rate  of  52 
cents  is  19  cents  in  excess  of  the  33  cent  rate  to  Montgomery, 
and  the  distance  from  Montgomery  to  Greenville  is  only  44 
miles.  The  rates  to  Mobile,  570  miles,  and  New  Orleans,  811 
miles,  are  each  18  cents,  being  12  cents  less  than  the  rate  for 
159  miles  to  Gallatin,  and  are  in  excess  of  only  one  of  the 
rates  named  from  Louisville  to  main  line  points,  that  is,  the 
16  cent  rate  to  JNashville.  Bates  to  Decatur,  Birmingham, 
Montgomery,  Mobile  and  New  Orleans  are  commodity,  not 
class  rates.  As  to  Memphis  branch  points  the  rate  for  177 
miles  is  four  cents  greater  than  the  one  for  377  miles  to 
Memphis,  and  the  rate  to  Paris,  246  miles,  is  one  cent  higher 
than  the  rate  to  Milan,  284  miles,  while  each  is  nearly  2^ 
times  the  Memphis  rate.  As  above  stated,  Cincinnati  rates 
to  these  main  and  l)ranch  line  points  are  4^  cents  greater 
than  those  from  Louisville. 

11.  The  average  rate  per  ton  per  mile  received  by  this 
road  for  the  year  ending  June  30,  1889,  w^as  .998  cents, 
nearly  one  cent,  and  its  total  average  cost  was  .595  cents. 
The  average  cost  of  "  conducting  transportation  "  is  stated  to 
be  .327  cents.  The  average  rates  per  ton  per  mile  charged 
on  petroleum  from  Louisville  to  the  points  named  in  the 
above  tables  are  : 
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Rate  per  ton 
To  Miles,  per  mile  in  cents. 

New  Orleans 811  0.443 

Mobile 670  0.537 

Greenville 534  1.947 

Montgomery .    490  1.347 

Calera 427  2.342 

Birmingham 394  1.675 

Decatur 307  1.954 

Pulaski 265  3.320 

Columbia 232  2.672 

Nashville 185  1.730 

Gallatin 159  3.773 

Memphis 377  0.637 

Milan 284  1.972 

Paris 246  2.358 

Clarksville 177  1.808 

12.  Wherever  rates  from  Louisville  or  other  points  of 
shipment  to  local  points  are  based  on  the  rate  to  a  tank 
station  point  plus  rates  therefrom  to  such  local  points,  the 
tank  shipper  is  able  to  ship  to  the  tank  station  and  reship  in 
barrels  from  that  point  at  an  advantage  over  the  barrel  ship- 
per direct  to  the  local  points,  and  if  such  local  points  be  so 
situate  that  one  is  nearer  the  point  of  original  shipment  than 
the  tank  station  and  another  is  beyond  the  tank  station 
point,  the  tank  shipper  can  at  such  advantage  ship  to  and 
reship  from  the  tank  station  in  both  directions.  The  tank 
shipper  is  enabled  to  do  this  because  more  pounds  of  freight 
can  be  sent  at  the  same  total  charge  by  the  tank  method  than 
by  the  barrel  method  from  a  common  point  of  shipment 
to  the  same  destination,  and  the  extent  of  the  advantage 
depends  tipon  the  actual  weight  of  the  oil  itself,  the  actual 
total  weight  of  the  oil  and  barrel  and  the  amount  of  leakage^ 
evaporation,  etc.,  from  the  respective  shipments. 

13.  The  Louisville  &  Nashville  Kailroad  Company  pre- 
sented no  distinct  proof  on  this  hearing  in  justification  of  rates 
enforced  on  its  lines  which  were  alleged  to  be  in  conflict  with 
the  fourth  section  of  the  statute. 
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CONCLUSI05IS. 

The  foregoing  facts  require  little  discussion.  They  are 
believed  to  be  conservative  deductions  from  the  evidence 
and  incapable  of  serious  dispute.  Whatever  injustice  results 
from  the  methods  and  practices  thus  found  to  exist  must 
convict  the  defendants  of  unlawful  conduct.  The  rule  of 
equality  is  violated  when  rates  are  so  adjusted  between  tank 
and  barrel  shipments  that  substantial  advantage  is  secured 
by  those  employing  the  former  mode  for  the  transportation 
of  their  merchandise.  It  matters  little  by  what  device  or 
arrangement  this  relative  unfairness  is  accomplished,  it  must 
receive  condemnation  proportionate  to  the  injury  which  it 
occasions.  The  tank  shipper  may  rightfully  enjoy  the  ben- 
efits of  greater  economy  and  convenience,  for  these  are  inci- 
dent to  his  business  and  independent  of  the  carrier's  control ; 
but  upon  no  just  principle  of  transpoi-tation  can  he  be  law- 
fully favored  in  the  rates  themselves.  In  a  contest  between 
different  and  competing  methods  of  distributing  au  article  of 
general  consumption,  every  consideration  of  justice  should 
induce  the  railroads  to  stand  in  a  neutral  attitude.  If  abso- 
lute impartiality  cannot  be  perfectly  maintained,  the  disad- 
vantage ought  not  to  be  on  the  side  of  the  weaker  contestant. 
Especially  is  this  so  when  the  carrier,  failing  to  provide  the 
special  equipment  presumably  best  adapted  to  a  particular 
trafiic,  uses  the  special  vehicle  of  shippers  who  are  able  to 
furnish  them,  while  their  less  fortunate  rivals  are  compelled 
to  depend  upon  its  ordinary  facilities.  In  such  a  case,  where 
a  species  of  partnership  exists  between  the  carrier  and  those 
shippers  who  supply  the  vehicle  in  which  their  merchandise 
is  most  conveniently  transported,  the  rights  of  competing 
shippers  whose  circumstances  are  not  so  favorable  in  this 
respect  should  be  constantly  and  effectually  protected.  In 
the  absence  of  adequate  equipment  freely  afforded  to  all 
patrons  alike,  the  railroads  should  so  adjust  rates  between 
those  who  can  and  those  who  cannot  furnish  their  own  con- 
veyance that,  171  t/ie  relative  charges  to  each,  there  shall  be  no 
discrimination  against  the  dependent  shipper. 

The    defendants    have    adopted    a   system   of  estimating 
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weights  for  the  purpose  of  fixing  the  charges  on  petroleum 
products  which  in  practical  application  seems  clearly  less 
equitable  than  the  requirements  of  the  statute.  In  assuming 
400  pounds  for  a  barrel  of  oil  and  6.3  pounds  for  a  gallon  of 
tank  oil,  there  appears  to  be  a  constant  and  appreciable 
advantage  to  the  shipper  in  tanks.  The  discrimination  is 
not  flagrant,  but  it  is  actual  and  material.  However  unim- 
portant it  may  be  regarded  in  a  single  shipment,  it  amounts 
to  a  substantial  figure  on  the  aggregate  tonnage.  So  far  as 
this  method  enables  the  tank  shipper  to  secure  the  carriage 
of  more  pounds  of  freight  for  the  same  money  than  the  ship- 
per in  barrels,  it  subjects  the  latter  to  undue  and  unlawful 
prejudice.  The  difference  between  actual  and  estimated 
weights  is  less  on  shipments  made  in  barrels  than  on  ship- 
ments made  in  tanks,  and  the  extent  of  this  variation  in  each 
case  measures  the  resulting  injustice.  To  concede  that  6.3 
pounds  per  gallon  is  the  actual  average  weight  of  the  various 
petroleum  products  carried  by  the  defendants,  does  not  avoid 
the  criticism  nor  dispel  the  suspicion  of  unfairness.  It  is 
the  principal  one  of  these  products,  the  well-known  "refined 
oil"  of  commerce,  and  the  relative  rates  enforced  for  its 
transportation,  whether  in  tank  or  in  barrel  shipments,  which 
is  the  precise  subject  of  comparison.  The  complainant's 
grievance  relates  to  a  definite  commodity,  of  standard  quality 
and  value,  and  there  is  some  foundation  for  his  complaint 
unless  that  article  is  carried  at  rates  relatively  just  and  equal 
as  between  difi'erent  shippers  employing  different  modes  of 
shipment.  To  assume  that  an  ordinary  barrel  of  this  com- 
modity weighs  400  pounds,  and  that  a  gallon  of  it  weighs 
only  6.3  pounds,  is  to  use  constructive  or  hj^othetical 
weights  so  much  out  of  proportion  to  actual  weights  that 
positive  and  measurable  preference  is  constantly  granted  to 
the  shipper  in  tanks.     The  result  condemns  the  system. 

In  the  original  case  against  the  Louisville  &  Nashville 
road,  the  Commission  pointedly  disapproved  the  methods  of 
estimating  weights  which  were  then  investigated,  and  directed 
that  charges  for  oil  transportation  be  thereafter  based  on 
the  actual  woiglit  of  shipments.  Tlie  substantial  changes  in 
its  tariffs  which  this  carrier  thereupon  introduced  were  doubt- 
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less  designed  to  meet  the  requirements  of  that  decision ;  but 
they  have  not  fully  accomplished  that  purpose  nor  entirely 
removed  the  grounds  of  complaint.  We  are  not  so  strenu- 
ous for  technical  compliance  with  the  order  then  made  as  for 
the  adoption  and  enforcement  of  a  system  of  charges  in  con- 
formity with  its  spirit  and  the  equitable  rule  of  the  statute. 
In  any  case  where  actual  weights  cannot  be  ascertained  with- 
out needless  inconvenience,  there  is  no  serious  objection  to 
the  use  of  estimated  or  constructive  weights,  provided  the 
method  of  estimation  works  no  inequality  in  its  practical 
application  to  competing  modes  of  conveyance.  The  system 
now  complained  of  is  not  free  from  this  objection  and  there- 
fore comes  short  of  a  full  and  complete  discharge  of  the  car- 
rier's duty.  It  was  asserted  by  the  Southern  Pacific,  and 
virtually  conceded  by  complainant,  that  the  charges  of  that 
carrier  were  in  all  cases  based  on  actual  weights.  If  that 
practice  is  still  continued,  no  order  made  herein  bearing 
upon  this  subject  will  be  understood  as  a  reflection  upon  that 
company. 

The  practice  of  allowing  the  tank  shipper  an  arbitrary 
deduction  of  42  gallons  per  tank  is  wholly  indefensible.  It  is 
a  patent  and  provoking  discrimination  for  which  no  rational 
excuse  is  suggested  by  any  defendant.  The  losses  from  leak- 
age and  evaporation  are  not  less  proportionally  when  the 
shipment  is  made  in  barrels,  and  no  circumstance  is  discov- 
ered or  reason  advanced  which  justifies  a  concession  of  that 
nature  to  the  shipper  who  furnishes  his  own  conveyance, 
when  no  corresponding  allowance  is  made  to  a  rival  shipper 
using  the  means  of  transportation  provided  by  the  carrier. 
To  make  a  fixed  deduction  from  the  assumed  weight  of  oil 
contained  in  a  tank  is  equivalent  to  a  cash  rebate  to  its 
owner;  and  the  fact  that  the  amount  thus  abated  is  inconsid- 
erable in  a  single  instance  in  nowise  relieves  it  of  its  obnox- 
ious character. 

The  general  scheme  of  petroleum  charges  on  the  Louis- 
ville &  Nashville  system  presents  many  anomalous  features, 
and  is  diflScult  of  intelligent  explanation.  Not  only  are  the 
south-bound  tariflfs  to  many  of  the  smaller  towns  apparently 
excessive,  but  the  disproportion  between  rates  and  distances 
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is  frequently  so  extreme  that  the  inference  of  unlawful  con- 
duct can  hardly  be  avoided.  The  most  cursory  examination 
of  the  findings  upon  this  subject  discloses  numerous  instances 
of  disparity  in  rates  to  neighboring  localities  which  create  a 
presumption  of  extortion  in  exacting  the  higher  charges.  We 
do  not  overlook  the  fact  that  this  defendant  encounters  the 
competition  of  water  carriage  at  various  points  upon  its  lines, 
and  the  decisive  influence  of  that  competition  is  entitled  to 
much  consideration,  but  the  difference  is  so  great  between 
rates  to  places  favored  with  water  communication  and  those 
often  less  distant,  which  are  dependent  upon  this  railroad 
alone,  that  much  of  the  competitive  business  must  be  con- 
ducted at  a  loss,  or  that  which  is  uncontrolled  by  competi- 
tion must  yield  extravagant  profits.  If  the  transcontinental 
lines  are  willing  to  carry  refined  oil  to  the  Pacific  coast  for 
87^  cents  per  hundred  pounds,  and  this  defendant  can  afford 
to  carry  the  same  article  from  Louisville  to  New  Orleans,  811 
miles,  for  18  cents  a  hundred,  what  excuse  can  there  be  for  a 
charge  of  52  cents  to  Greenville,  a  haul  of  only  534  miles  ? 

The  conditions  of  water  competition  may  furnish  justifica- 
tion for  rates  to  intermediate  inland  points  somewhat  higher 
than  the  railroad  must  accept  in  order  to  participate  in  the  busi- 
ness to  the  more  remote  locality  which  is  favored  with  water 
carriage,  but  when  the  charges  for  the  shorter  distance  are  three 
times  those  of  the  longer,  the  disparity  is  absurd  and  inex- 
cusable. The  lower  figure  must  be  unrenumerative  or  the 
higher  must  be  extortionate. 

In  this  connection  the  rates  of  the  Louisville  &  Nashville 
road  on  such  articles  as  cotton-seed  oil,  turpentine  and  liquor 
in  barrels  are  not  without  marked  significance.  In  respect  to 
the  methods  and  cost  of  transportation,  these  commodities 
have  a  notable  resemblance  to  petroleum  products,  and  the 
cheapest  of  them  is  several  times  more  valuable  than  illu- 
minating oil.  Independent  of  the  fact  that  the  aggregate 
north-bound  business  of  this  carrier  is  considerably  in  excess 
of  its  total  tonnage  in  the  opposite  direction,  we  find  that 
petroleum  rates  from  Cincinnati  and  Louisville  to  various 
interior  and  non-competitive  points  reached  by  its  lines 
greatly  exceed  the  rates  on  cotton-seed  oil  from  the  same 
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points  to  those  cities  respectively.  Notwithstanding  the  com- 
paratively low  value  of  refined  petroleum,  the  amount  ex- 
acted for  its  transportation  is,  in  some  instances,  sixty  per 
cent,  greater  than  the  sum  accepted  for  carrying  cotton-seed 
oil  between  the  same  stations.  It  is  impossible  to  reconcile 
such  inconsistent  charges.  The  cotton -seed  oil  rate,  in  the 
cases  referred  to,  is  not  forced  upon  the  railroad  and  must, 
therefore,  be  presumed  to  be  remunerative  ;  but  if  the  lower 
rate  for  the  higher  priced  article  is  reasonable  to  the  carrier, 
how  can  the  higher  rate  for  the  lower  priced  article  be  reason- 
able to  the  shipper  ? 

There  is  no  occasion  to  cite  other  examples  or  prolong  this 
opinion  with  further  argument.  The  rate  sheets  now  under 
review  contain  numerous  inequalities  and  disclose  ample 
grounds  for  unfavorable  comment.  The  petroleum  tariff  of 
this  defendant  is  so  unequally  constructed  that  more  or  less 
injustice  must  be  the  necessary  consequence  of  its  enforce- 
ment. Not  only  do  the  charges  to  many  localities,  whose  car- 
rying trade  is  monopolized  by  this  corporation,  seem  to 
impose  unreasonable  burdens  upon  shippers  and  consumers, 
but  the  adjustment  of  rates  between  tank  and  barrel  ship- 
ments operates  apparently  to  the  general  advantage  of  the 
former  mode  of  conveyance.  We  discover  no  circumstance 
connected  ^vdth  the  transportation  of  this  commodity  which 
tends  to  the  relative  benefit  of  barrel  shippers,  while  in  sev- 
eral paiiiculars  the  rates  and  methods  complained  of  favor 
their  business  rivals. 

There  is  much  less  diflSiculty  in  determining  that  the  rela- 
tive rates  to  these  two  classes  of  shippers  offend  the  law  of 
equality,  than  in  prescribing  specific  measures  for  their  cor- 
rection. While  the  investigation  convinces  us  that  the  charge 
of  partiality  is  well  founded,  the  record  is  lacking  in  evidence 
necessary  for  more  definite  and  detailed  requirements.  In 
the  respect  to  which  we  have  called  attention,  we  hold  that 
the  petroleum  rates  of  this  defendant  are  unlawful ;  but,  for 
want  of  suflScieut  data,  we  do  not  undertake  to  point  out  the 
particular  modifications  and  reductions  which  would  satisfy 
the  demands  of  justice. 

In  its  decision  in  No.  218,  above  referred  to,  the  Commis- 
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sion  declined  to  decide  the  question  whether  water  competi- 
tion at  various  gulf  aud  river  towns  in  the  southwest  justified 
lower  terminal  rates  from  northern  shipping  points  than  the 
intermediate  localities  receive,  holding  that  its  information 
concerning  the  extent  and  influence  of  that  competition  was 
insufficient  for  a  satisfactory  conclusion.  Re-affirming  that 
view  of  the  evidence,  we  seem  equally  precluded  fi'om  passing 
upon  the  same  question  in  its  more  limited  application  to  the 
tariffs  of  this  defendant.  The  water  advantages  of  several 
important  places  reached  by  its  lines  have  an  undoubted 
bearing  upon  the  rates  at  which  it  can  compete  for  the  busi- 
ness to  those  destinations,  but  whether  that  circumstance  is. 
so  controlling  as  to  justify  lower  charges  for  the  longer  haul 
we  are  not  now  prepared  to  determine.  The  final  decision 
of  that  issue  must  await  a  fuller  disclosure  of  material  facts» 
and  more  minute  and  exhaustive  inquiry.  Believing,  also, 
that  the  maximum  rates  which  may  be  lawfully  charged  to 
intervening  places  are  necessarily  involved  with  the  rates 
affected  by  water  competition  at  terminal  points,  we  feel 
unable  to  prescribe  the  measure  of  disparity  which  might 
rightfully  be  permitted  on  the  lines  of  this  defendant,  even 
assuming  that  the  conditions  surrounding  its  traffic,  author- 
ize a  departure  from  the  general  rule  of  the  statute.  The 
relation  between  through  and  local  rates  is  so  intimate  that 
in  most  cases  neither  can  be  fairly  fixed  without  reference  to 
the  other. 

Without  extending  these  observations  we  repeat  our  con- 
viction that  the  schedule  of  rates  enforced  by  the  Louisville 
&  Nashville  road  is  not  in  conformity  with  just  principles  of 
tariff  construction,  and  should  receive  thorough  and  syste- 
matic revision.  We  are  impressed  with  the  inconsistency 
and  unfairness  which  characterize  many  of  its  charges,  and 
believe  that  substantial  modifications  can  be  affected  in  its. 
local  rates,  to  the  greater  satisfaction  of  its  patrons,  and  with- 
out serious  diminution  of  its  earnings.  Upon  this  general 
statement  of  views  which  are  firmly  entertained,  and  without 
attempting  at  this  time  to  prescribe  definite  reductions  or 
require  particular  changes  in  existing  rates,  we  venture  to 
believe  that  the  managers  of  this  extensive  system  of   rail- 
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roads  will  voluntaarily  readjust  their  tariff  on  refined  petro- 
leum, so  that  practically  equal  treatment  shall  result  to  com- 
peting shippers  using  different  modes  of  conveyance,  fair 
and  reasonable  charges  be  established  to  interior  and  non- 
competitive points,  and  the  rate-sheets  governing  the  trans- 
portation of  this  important  commodity  be  "  considerately 
made  with  a  view  to  relative  justice." 

It  remains  only  to  formulate  the  directions  indicated  by 
the  facts  ascertained  and  conclusions  arrived  at  in  this 
investigation. 

The  orders  of  the  Commission  in  these  proceedings  are  as 
follows : 

First.  In  numbers  184  and  185  the  question  of  the  reason- 
ableness of  the  through  rate  on  petroleum  products  to  the 
Pacific  coast  from  points  east  of  the  97th  meridian  is  not 
now  decided,  and  those  cases  are  re-opened  for  further  evi- 
dence and  argument  upon  that  issue  by  either  of  the  parties 
thereto,  or  such  further  inquiry  as  the  Commission  may  see 
tit  to  institute  upon  its  own  motion. 

Second.  In  number  194  the  question  whether  water  compe- 
tition at  various  points  reached  by  the  Louisville  &  Nashville 
road  justifies  a  departure  from  the  general  requirement  of 
the  4th  section  of  the  Act,  is  not  now  decided,  and  that  case 
is  re-opened  for  further  evidence  and  argument  upon  that 
issue  by  either  party  thereto,  or  such  further  inquiry  as  the 
Commission  may  see  fit  to  institute  upon  its  own  motion. 

Third.  The  question  of  the  free  carriage  of  barrels  in  the 
transportation  of  petroleum  products  is  not  now  decided  in 
these  proceedings,  and  all  the  cases  are  re-opened  for  further 
evidence  and  argument  upon  that  issue  by  either  of  the  par- 
ties thereto,  or  such  further  inquiry  as  the  Commission  may 
see  fit  to  institute  upon  its  own  motion. 

Fourth.  The  method  adopted  by  the  defendants  in  these 
proceedings  for  estimating  the  weight  of  petroleum  ship- 
ments, when  not  actually  and  correctly  ascertained,  by  which 
a  barrel  of  refined  oil  is  assumed  to  weigh  400  pounds,  and 
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a  gallon  of  tank  oil  is  assumed  to  weigh  6.3  pounds,  is  here- 
by determined  and  declared  to  be  an  unlawful  discrimination 
against  the  barrel  shipper,  and  to  subject  such  shipper  to 
undue  and  unreasonable  prejudice  and  disadvantage  as 
against  the  shipper  in  tanks.  The  defendants  in  these  cases, 
and  each  of  them,  are  hereby  directed  to  base  their  charges 
on  petroleum  products  upon  the  actual  weight  of  shipments, 
whether  in  tanks  or  barrels ;  and  for  all  cases  where  actual 
weights  cannot  be  ascertained  without  great  inconvenience, 
they  are  directed,  upon  notice  of  this  decision,  to  adopt  and 
employ  such  a  rule  or  method  of  estimating  weights  as  shall 
practically  operate  to  secure  to  the  shipper  in  barrels,  for 
the  same  aggregate  sum  as  may  be  paid  by  the  shipper  in 
tanks  in  any  case,  the  transportation  between  the  same  points 
of  an  equal  amount  or  weight  of  freight  paid  for.  To  what 
extent  the  weiglits  now  assumed  shall  be  made  relatively 
moie  favorable  to  the  barrel  shipper,  in  order  to  equalize  the 
charges  to  both  classes  of  shippers,  the  Commission  does 
not  now  determine ;  and  the  cases  will  be  held  open  for  such 
further  and  more  specific  directions  in  that  regard  as  may 
hereafter  appear  to  be  necessary.  This  direction  will  not, 
however,  be  understood  as  authorizing  charges  on  barrels 
when  tanks  are  carried  free,  that  question  being  expressly 
reserved  for  further  consideration. 

Fifth,  The  practice  of  allowing  the  tank  shipper  an  arbi- 
trary deduction  of  42  gallons  per  tank  for  alleged  leakage 
and  evaporation,  is  hereby  determined  and  declared  to  be  an 
unlawful  discrimination  against  the  shipper  in  barrels,  and 
to  subject  the  latter  to  undue  and  unreasonable  prejudice 
and  disadvantage  as  against  the  former.  The  defendants  in 
these  cases  who  engage  in  that  practice  are  hereby  required 
to  cease  and  desist  therefrom  upon  notice  of  this  decision ; 
and  such  defendants  are  further  required  to  thereafter  make 
no  deduction  or  allowance  of  that  character  to  shippers  in 
tanks,  unless  a  corresponding  and  equivalent  concession  be 
made  to  shippers  in  barrels. 

Sixth,  The   Louisville   <t  Nashville  Railroad  Company  is 
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hereby  directed,  upon  notice  of  this  decision,  to  revise  and 
correct  its  charges  on  petroleum  shipments  to  many  of  the 
interior  and  local  points  upon  its  lines,  and  to  make  such 
reductions  and  modifications  therein  as  will  remove  the  gross 
disproportions  and  inequalities  now  found  to  exist,  and  which 
are  adjudged  and  declared  to  be  unjust  and  unlawful  discrim- 
inations against  the  localities  paying  the  higher  rates.  And 
the  case  against  that  company  will  be  held  open  for  further 
investigation  of  its  petroleum  charges  to  such  intermediate 
and  non-competitive  points,  and  for  such  further  and  more 
specific  directions  in  relation  thereto  as  may  appear  to  be 
required. 

Seventh.  In  so  far  as  these  proceedings,  or  either  of  them, 
are  re-opened  or  held  open  for  the  purposes  above  men- 
tioned, the  pleadings  therein,  if  deemed  necessary,  may  be 
amended  upon  the  application  of  any  party  thereto,  and  on 
such  notice  as  the  Commission  may  direct. 

In  view  of  the  disposition  thus  made  of  these  proceed- 
ings, and  their  relation  to  certain  questions  raised  in  num- 
ber 218,  it  may  not  be  unsuitable  to  intimate  that  an  appli- 
cation to  re-open  the  latter  case,  for  the  purpose  of  investi- 
gating the  petroleum  rates  to  intermediate  points  on  the 
southwestern  and  transcontinental  lines,  will  be  favorably 
entertained. 
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E.  M.  EAWORTH  v.  THE  NORTHERN  PACIFIC  RAIL- 
ROAD  COMPANY;  THE  OREGON  RAILWAY  & 
NAVIGATION  COMPANY;  THE  ST.  PAUL,  MINNE- 
APOLIS  &  MANITOBA  RAILWAY  COMPANY; 
THE  UNION  PACIFIC  RAILWAY  COMPANY,  AND 
THE  SOUTHERN  PACIFIC  COMPANY. 


Complaint  filed  September  25, 1889.— Answers  filed  October  14  to  November 
2,  1889.— Hearing  at  Fargo,  N.  D.,  May  23,  1891.— Briefs  filed  Novem- 
ber  24  to  December  22,  1891.— Decided  April  13,  1892. 


1.  Carriers  alleging  justification  of  a  departure  from  the  **long  and  short 
haul"  rule  of  the  statute,  must  in  their  answers  to  complaints  clearly 
advise  complainants  of  the  facts  and  circumstances  relied  on  as  consti- 
tuting such  justification. 

2.  There  is  no  competition  by  rail  over  the  Canadian  Pacific  Railway  or  by 
water  around  Cape  Horn,  that  justifies  a  departure  from  the  **  long  and 
short  haul  "  rule  of  the  statute  in  the  transportation  of  refined  sugar 
from  San  Francisco  to  Fargo  and  through  Fargo  to  St.  Paul. 

8.  The  '*  long  and  short  haul  rule  "  of  the  statute  was  intended  to  maintain 
and  promote,  and  not  to  destroy  or  neutralize,  natural  commercial  ad- 
vantages resulting  from  Ixxition,  and  competition  at  St.  Paul  with  sugar 
from  the  East  refined  in  New  Yorlt,  although  necessitating  the  prevail- 
ing  low  rates  to  St.  Paul  on  sugar  from  the  West  refined  at  San  Fran- 
cisco, does  not  justify  the  greater  charge  on  the  latter  to  Fargo  than  to 
St.  Paul. 

4.  Section  2  of  the  "Act  to  regulate  commerce,"  forbidding  unjust  dis- 
crimination, applies  even  in  cases  where  a  departure  from  the  "long  and 
short  haul  rule"  of  the  statute  is  shown  to  be  authorized,  and  the  right, 

•  if  established,  of  making  the  greater  charge  for  the  shorter  haul,  does 
not  justify  a  disparity  in  rates  so  groat  as  to  result  in  unjust  discrimi- 
nation. 

5.  The  facts,  that  the  rat<*s  to  the  longer  distance  point  cannot  be  raised 
without  a  loss  of  the  traflie  involved,  and  that  the  rates  to  both  the  long 
distaniM^  point  and  the  short  distanco  point  are  not  unreasonable  in  them- 
selves, do  not  justify  a  disparity  in  such  rates  resulting  in  unjust 
discrimination  as  against  the  shorter  distance  point. 

6.  The  North(Mn  Pacific  Railroad  Company  is  not  exempt  under  its  charter 
from  the  autliority  to  regulate  rates  conferred  on  the  Commission  by  the 
Act  to  UeKnlatc  Coinniorce. 
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Benton  d:  Amidon  and  Stone,  Newrnan  &  Reader ,  for  com- 
plainant. 

James  McNaught,  John  C.  Bullitt,  Jr.,  and  TF.  F.  Ball,  for 
Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Company. 

M,  D.  Ghrover,  for  St.  Paul,  Minneapolis  &  Manitoba  Rail- 
way Company. 

John  M,  Thtirston,  for  Union  Pacific  Railway  Company. 

Charles  II,  Tweed,  for  Southern  Pacific  Company. 

Tl\  TT.  Cotton.,  for  Oregon  Railway  k  Navigation  Company. 

BEPOBT  AND   OPINION   OF  THE  COMMISSION. 

Veazey,  Coinraissioner : 

The  complaint  in  this  case  is  made  by  E.  M.  Raworth,  a 
wholesale  grocer  at  Fargo,  North  Dakota,  and  alleges  that 
defendants,  The  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Company  and  The 
Oregon  Railway  &  Navigation  Company,  are  jointly  engaged 
as  common  carriers  in  the  transportation  of  passengers  and 
property,  partly  by  railroad  and  partly  by  water,  from  San 
Francisco,  California,  to  said  city  of  Fargo  and  to  St» 
Paul,  Minnesota ;  that  the  other  defendants,  The  St.  Paul^ 
Minneapolis  &  Manitoba  Railway  Company,  The  Union 
Pacific  Railway  Company  and  The  Southern  Pacific  Com- 
pany, (designated  in  the  complaint  the  "Southern  Pacific 
Railroad  Company"),  are  engaged  in  such  transportation 
wholly  by  railroad  between  said  points ;  and  that  all  the 
defendants  are,  as  such  common  carriers,  subject  to  the  "Act 
to  regulate  commerce." 

It  is  further  alleged,  that  Fargo  is  on  the  main  through 
lines  of  the  Northern  Pacific  and  the  St.  Paul,  Minneapolis  & 
Manitoba  Companies  from  San  Francisco  to  St.  Paul,  and 
al)out  275  miles  nearer  to  San  Francisco  than  St.  Paul ;  that 
**  all  property  sliipped  from  San  Francisco  to  St.  Paul  over 
said  last  named  roads  passes  through  Fargo ;  that  all  the 
circumstances  and  conditions  of  transportation  between  San 
Francisco  and  St.  Paul  and  Fargo  are  identically  the  same 
except  as  to  distance  ;  "  and  that  the  defendants  charge  and 
receive  and  for  more  than  thirty  days  before  the  making  of 
the  complaint  had  charged  and  received,  32  cents  per  hundred 
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pounds  more  for  the  transportation  of  sugar  in  car-load  lots 
to  Fargo  than  to  St.  Paul — the  rate  to  Fargo  being  97  cents 
per  hundred  and  that  to  St.  Paul  being  65  cents. 

These  alleged  facts  if  proven,  constitute  a  violation  of  section 
4  of  the  "Act  to  regulate  commerce,"  which  provides  "  that  it 
shall  be  unlawful  for  any  common  carrier  subject  to  the  pro- 
visions of  this  Act  to  charge  or  receive  any  greater  compen- 
sation in  the  aggregate  for  the  transportation  of  passengers 
or  of  like  kind  of  property,  under  substantially  similar  circum- 
stances and  conditions,  for  a  shorter  than  for  a  longer  dis- 
tance over  the  same  line,  in  the  same  direction,  the  shorter 
being  included  in  the  longer  distance."  The  complainant 
asks  for  an  order  commanding  the  defendants  to  cease  and 
desist  from  this  alleged  violation  of  the  law,  "  and  for  such 
other  and  further  order  as  the  Commission  may  deem  neces- 
sary in  the  premises." 

All  of  the  defendants  have  filed  apswers.  That  of  the 
Oregon  Kailway  &  Navigation  Company  is  to  the  effect  that 
on  January  1,  1887,  it  leased  to  the  Oregon  Short  Line  Rail- 
way Company  all  its  property,  including  railway  and  steam- 
boat lines  ;  that  said  last  named  company  subsequently,  July 
27,  1889,  became  consolidated  with  other  railroad  companies, 
forming  a  new  company,  known  as  the  Oregon  Short  Line  & 
Utah  Northern  Eailway  Company,  and  thereupon  all  the 
interest  of  the  Oregon  Short  Line  Eailway  Company  under 
said  lease  was  transferred  to  said  new  company ;  and  that 
since  the  making  of  said  lease  all  the  said  property  of  respon- 
dent has  been  in  possession  of  and  operated  by,  either  the 
Oregon  Short  Line  Eailway  Company  or  the  Oregon  Short 
Line  &  Utah  Northern  Eailway  Company,  and  respondent  has 
not  been  engaged  in  the  transportation  of  passengers  and 
property  or  in  the  making  of  rates  over  its  railway  and  steam- 
boat lines  as  alleged  in  the  complaint. 

The  Southern  Pacific  Company  denies  that  it  makes  or  had 
for  thirty  days  prior  to  the  complaint  made  the  transporta- 
tion charges  from  San  Francisco  to  Fargo  and  St.  Paul, 
respectively,  as  alleged  in  the  complaint,  and  avers  that  at 
one  time  u  joint  through  rate  of  65  cents  per  hundred  ])ounds 
on  sugar  in  car-load  lots  was  made  over  its  railroad  lines  in 
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conjunction  with  the  connecting  railroad  lines  of  its  co- 
defendants,  forming  an  all  rail  line,  but  that,  a  differential  of 
5  cents  per  hundred  pounds  having  been  at  the  same  time 
allowed  the  part  steamer  competing  lines  via  Portland,  Oregon, 
and  Tacoma,  Wasliington,  which  resulted  in  a  joint  through 
rate  of  60  cents  per  hundred  pounds  by  said  part  steamer 
lines,  they  "  have  taken  all  the  sugar  transportation  traffic  " 
and  the  respondent  lias  been  debarred  from  participating 
therein,  has  withdrawn  its  agreement  to  said  through  all  rail 
rate,  and  for  more  than  a  year  prior  to  the  filing  of  the  com- 
plaint has  transported  no  sugar  over  its  railroad  for  Fargo  or 
St.  Paul. 

The  answers  of  the  Southern  Pacific  Company,  the  Union 
Pacific  Railway  Company,  the  Northern  Pacific  Railroad 
Company,  and  the  St.  Paul,  Minneapolis  &  Manitoba  Railway 
Company  all  deny  the  allegations  of  the  complaint  as  to  the 
similarity  of  circumstances  and  conditions  attending  the  trans- 
portation of  sugars  by  the  defendants  from  San  Francisco  to 
Fargo  and  to  St.  Paul,  respectively.  The  St.  Paul,  Minneap- 
olis &  Manitoba  Railway  Company  alleges,  that  those  circum- 
stances and  conditions  "  are  totally  dissimilar  for  reasons  of 
public  notoriety  including  the  geography  of  the  country,"  and 
the  Union  Pacific  Railway  Company,  that  the  lower  rate  to 
St.  Paul  than  to  Fjirgo  "  is  forced  upon  it  and  its  connections 
by  actual  competition  of  controlling  force  in  respect  to  traffic 
important  in  amount  beyond  the  operation  of  the  Act  to  regu- 
late commerce."  The  hitter  company  further  alleges  that  the 
lowest  rate  on  sugar  to  Fargo  should  be  the  St.  Paul  rate  plus 
the  local  rate  back  to  Fargo,  and  that  the  rate  to  Fargo  is  not 
unreasonable  in  itself. 

All  the  allegations  of  the  complaint  except  that  as  to  the 
similarity  of  the  circumstances  and  conditions  attending  the 
transportation  of  sugar  from  San  Francisco  to  Fargo  and  to 
St.  Paul,  are  substantially  admitted,  and  the  issue  presented 
is,  whether  the  greater  charge  for  the  shorter  haul  to  Fargo 
than  for  the  longer  haul  through  Fargo  to  St.  Paul  is  a  viola- 
tion of  the  "long  and  short  haul"  rule  laid  down  in  the  4th 
section  of  the  Act  to  regulate  commerce. 

Before  passing  from  the  consideration  of  the  pleadings, 
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we  deem  it  our  duty  to  call  attention  to  the  fact  that  the 
averments  in  the  answers  of  the  defendants  of  justification  for 
their  departure  from  the  "long  and  shorthaul"  rule  of  the 
statute  amount  simply  to  general  denials  of  the  alleged  sub- 
stantial similarity  of  the  circumstances  and  conditions  attend- 
ing the  transportation  in  question  or  to  general  allegations 
that  such  circumstances  and  conditions  are  substantially  dis- 
similar. The  particular  grounds  of  justification  upon  which 
the  defendants  rely  are  not  specifically  set  forth.  A  depart- 
ure from  the  statutory  rule  being  admitted,  the  burden  is 
upon  the  carrier  to  justify  such  departure.  The  facts  con- 
stituting the  justification  and  upon  which  the  carrier  acted 
in  assuming  the  responsibility  of  depai-ting  from  the  rule  are 
peculiarly  within  his  knowledge.  The  complainant  may  or 
may  not  have  such  knowledge ;  the  presumption,  in  view  of 
his  complaint,  is  that  he  has  not.  As  the  carrier  is  entitled 
to  be  clearly  advised  in  the  complaint  of  the  charges  to 
which  he  must  make  answer,  so  in  a  case  of  alleged  justifica- 
tion of  a  departure  from  the  rule  of  the  statute  in  question, 
the  complainant  is  entitled  to  as  clear  a  statement  of  the  par- 
ticular facts  claimed  to  constitute  such  justification.  The 
answers  of  llie  defendants  are  defective  in  this  respect,  and 
had  exception  thereto  been  taken  by  the  complainant  it 
would  have  been  our  duty  to  sustain  it.  Junod  v,  C.  &  N. 
W.  Ky  Co.,  47  Fed.  Rep.  290;  Osborne  v.  C.  &  N.  W.  Ry 
Co.,  48  Fed.  Rep.  49. 

FACTS   AXD   CONCLUSIONS. 

There  are  three  routes  from  San  Francisco  through  Fargo 
to  St.  Paul.  One  of  these  is  by  water,  or  rail  over  the  South- 
ern Pacific,  to  Portland,  Oregon,  thence  over  the  Northern 
Pacific  road  through  Fargo  to  St.  Paul.  (The  Oregon  Rail- 
way &  Navigation  Company's  line  runs  from  Portland  to 
Wallula,  Washington,  wlieri?  it  forms  a  junction  with  the 
Northern  Pacific.  This  road,  as  set  up  in  its  answer,  is 
operated  under  a  lease  by  the  Oregon  Sliort  Line  &  Utah 
Northern  Railway  Company,  which  latter  company  appears 
now  to  be  a    part  of  the    Union   Pacific    system).     Another 
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route  is  over  the  Southern  Pacific  to  Ogden,  Utah  Territory ; 
thence  over  the  Union  Pacific  to  Helena,  Montana,  and  thence 
over  the  St.  Paul,  Minneapolis  &  Manitoba  railroad  (now 
known  as  the  "Great  Northern")  through  Fargo  to  St.  Paul. 
A  third  route  is  by  water  to  Vancouver,  thence  by  the  Cana- 
dian Pacific  road  to  Winnipeg,  thence  by  a  branch  of  the 
St.  Paul,  Minneapolis  &  Manitoba  (Great  Northern)  to  Fargo 
and  thence  by  the  main  line  of  that  road  to  St.  Paul.  The 
second  of  the  above  routes  i^  all  rail  and  the  other  two  are 
part  rail  and  part  water.  The  carload  rate  from  San  Fran- 
cisco to  St.  Paul  on  refined  sugar  by  the  all-rail  line  is  65 
cents  per  hundred  pounds,  but  a  differential  of  5  cents  is 
allowed  in  favor  of  the  part  rail  and  part  water  lines,  and 
their  rate  between  those  points  is  60  cents  per  hundred 
pounds.  The  rate  to  Fargo  is  the  rate  to  St.  Paul  plus  the 
local  back  of  32  cents  per  hundred  pounds,  and  is  therefore 
92  cents  by  the  part  rail  and  part  water  lines,  and  97  cents 
by  the  all-rail  line.  The  haul  through  Fargo  to  St.  Paul 
over  the  lines  of  defendants  is  about  240  miles  longer  than 
that  to  Fargo. 

It  appears  from  the  testimony  that  the  Southern  Pacific 
Company  was  not  a  party  to  the  rates  complained  of  during 
the  time  covered  by  the  complaint,  and  that  no  shipments  of 
sugar  aggregating  a  carload  at  any  one  time  have  been  made 
from  points  on  the  lines  of  that  road  to  St.  Paul  or  Fargo 
between  August  1,  1889,  and  April  1,  1891*  It  was  admitted 
by  the  complainants  at  the  hearing  that  the  St.  Paul,  Minne- 
apolis &  Manitoba  Railway  Company  leased  its  entire  line 
to  the  "  Great  Northern  "  in  February,  1890,  and  that  up  to 
the  date  of  the  filing  of  the  complaint  (September  25,  1889), 
the  Manitoba  Company  was  bringing  sugar  to  the  complain- 
ant at  Fargo  by  way  of  the  Canadian  Pacific  Railway  at  60 
cents  per  hundred  pounds. 

In  cases  of  complaints  for  violations  of  the  fourth  section 
of  the  Act  to  regulate  commerce  the  burden  of  proof  is  on 
the  carrier  to  justify  any  departure  from  the  general  rule  pre- 
scribed by  the  statute  by  showing  that  the  circumstances 
and  conditions  attending  the  long  and  short  hauls  respec- 
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tively  are  substantially  dissimilar.  Re  Louisville  &  Nashville 
R.  R.  Co.,  1  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  31 ;  1  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  278.  The 
only  brief  filed  in  behalf  of  the  defendants  is  that  of  the 
Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Company,  in  which  it  is  claimed 
that  the  low  rates  to  St.  Paul  of  65  cents  per  hundred  pounds 
ill  carloads  by  the  all-rail  line,  and  60  cents  by  the  rail  and 
water  lines,  are  forced  on  that  company  by  (1)  "  the  price  of 
sugar  in  New  York,  Philadelphia,  Boston  and  other  eastern 
cities,  and  the  rates  charged  for  transporting  the  same  from 
such  eastern  points,  xna  water  and  rail,  to  St>  Paul ;"  (2)  "water 
competition  by  way  of  Cape  Horn ;  and  (3)  rail  competition 
by  way  of  the  Canadian  Pacific."  These  may  be  considered 
the  three  leading  grounds  of  justification  for  their  departure 
from  the  "  long  and  short  haul "  rule  of  the  statute  disclosed 
in  the  brief  of  the  defendants  and  the  evidence  adduced  at 
the  hearing. 

As  to  rail  competition  by  way  of  the  Canadian  Pacific,  the 
traffic  manager  of  the  Northern  Pacific  testified  that  the 
"  controlling  cause  "  which  compelled  the  latter  road  to  accept 
the  low  rate  to  the  Missouri  River  was  competition  fi'om  the 
east,  and  that  to  hold  the  business  it  would  have  to  be  car« 
ried  at  the  same  rates  if  the  Canadian  Pacific  did  not  exist. 
The  Canadian  Pacific  is,  as  before  stated,  a  part  of  one  of  the 
three  routes  or  lines  from  San  Francisco  through  Fargo  to 
St.  Paul.  The  carriers,  including  the  Canadian  Pacific,  which 
constitute  these  lines,  are  members  of  the  Trans-Continental 
Association,  and  the  rates  complained  of  are  established  by 
agreement  between  them.  Both  the  through  line  of  the 
Northern  Pacific  and  that  of  the  St.  Paul,  Minneapolis  & 
Manitoba  Company,  with  its  Canadian  Pacific  connection » 
pass  through  Fargo,  and  it  appears  that  the  rate  by  the  latter 
route  was  the  same,  60  cents  per  hundred  pounds,  both  to 
Fargo  and  St.  Paul,  until  the  Northern  Pacific  line  adopted 
the  present  increased  rate  to  Fargo.  The  raising  of  the  rate 
to  Fargo  was  first  by  the  Northern  Pacific  line  and  was  fol- 
lowed by  the  Canadian  Pacific  line  some  weeks  afterward* 
If  the  Canadian  Pacific  were  in  active  competition  with  the 
lines  of  defendants  passing  through  Fargo,  that  competition, 
it  would  seem,  would  be  equally  as  effective  in  reducing  rates 
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at  Fargo  as  at  St.  Paul,  as  the  line  of  which  the  Canadian 
Pacific  forms  a  part  also  runs  through  Fargo  and  meets  the 
lines  of  defendants  first  at  that  point.  In  this  respect  there 
would  then  be  no  dissimilarity  of  circumstances  and  condi- 
tions between  the  two  places. 

The  claim  of  justification  for  the  greater  charge  to  Fargo 
on  the  ground  of  rail  competition  via  the  Canadian  Pacific  is 
not  sustained  by  the  facts  in  this  case,  as  above  appears. 

In  reference  to  water  competition  by  way  of  Cape  Horn, 
it  is  contended  that  the  facts  in  this  case  bring  it  within  the 
decision  of  this  Commission  in  the  case  of  Lehmann,  Higgin- 
son  &  Co.  V.  The  Southern  Pacific  Co.  et  uL,  4  I.  C.  C.  Kep.  1 ; 
3  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  80.  The  two  cases  are,  however,  clearly 
distinguishable,  and  their  facts  differ  in  several  essential  par- 
ticulars. In  the  Jirst  place,  the  Lehmann,  Higginson  &  Co. 
case  raised  only  the  question  of  unjust  discrimination  in  rates 
on  sugar  as  between  Humboldt  and  Kansas  City,  and  did  not 
involve  a  violation  of  the  "long  and  short  haul"  rule  of  the 
fourth  section  of  the  Act  to  regulate  commerce.  Humboldt, 
the  shorter  distance  point,  was  not  located  on  the  line  of 
the  through  route  from  San  Francisco  to  Kansas  City,  but 
on  a  lateral  connecting  line,  and  it  was  held  that,  "  where  a 
reduced  rate  is  made  at  the  terminus  of  a  through  route, 
under  the  compulsion  of  competition,  a  town  not  located  on 
the  line  of  the  through  route,  but  reached  over  a  lateral  con- 
necting road,  has  a  disadvantage  of  situation  entailing  soine 
additional  e^rpense,  and  a  reasonably  higher  rate  to  such  town 
than  the  forced  competitive  rate  to  the  more  distant  terminus 
of  the  through  route,  is  not  unjust  discrimination."  In  the 
second  place,  it  was  found  in  the  Lehmann,  Higginson  &  Co. 
case  that  the  rates  complained  of  resulted  in  no  undue  advan- 
tage to  the  Kansas  City  dealer  over  the  Humboldt  dealer  at 
Humboldt  or  in  its  distributing  territory,  and  this  is  one  of  the 
grounds  upoit  which  those  rates  loere  sustained.  In  the  present 
case  the  testimony  of  the  complainant  shows  that  the  rates 
on  sugar  from  San  Francisco  to  Fargo  had  been  for  a  long 
period  the  same  as  those  to  St.  Paul,  60  cents  and  65  cents 
per  hundred  pounds,  and   that  during  the  continuance   of 
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these  rates  to  Fargo  the  complainant  was  enabled  to  ship  and 
deal  in  San  Francisco  sugar,  but  that  on  the  advance  of  the 
rates  to  Fargo,  he  was  compelled  to  discontinue  shipments 
from  San  Francisco ;  that  he  has  since  gotten  his  sugars 
(sugar  being  necessary  in  his  business),  from  New  York,  the 
rate  from  which  point  to  Fargo  is  from  67  cents  to  74  cents 
per  hundred  pounds,  but  can  make  no  profit  on  it;  and  that 
he  is  the  only  wholesale  grocer  at  Fargo  and  is  prevented 
from  competing  in  the  sale  of  sugars  in  the  territory  covered 
by  his  business  with  the  St.  Paul  merchant  whose  trade 
<;overs  the  same  territory.  The  above  mentioned  rates  from 
New  York  to  Fargo,  like  those  from  San  Francisco  to  Fargo, 
are  made  up  of  the  through  rate  to  St.  Paul  plus  the  32  cents 
local  to  Fargo.  The  complainant,  therefore,  in  order  to  sup- 
ply his  customers  with  sugar,  whether  it  comes  from  the  east 
or  the  west,  must  pay  the  rate  to  St.  Paul  plus  the  local  from 
St.  Paul  to  Fargo  plus  the  local  from  Fargo  to  the  place  of 
delivery  to  the  customer ;  while  the  St.  Paul  merchant  pays 
only  the  rate  to  St.  Paul  plus  the  single  local  rate  from  St. 
Paul  to  the  same  place.  The  sum  of  the  two  locals  paid  by 
the  Fargo  merchant  is  materially  greater  than  the  single  local 
paid  by  the  St  Paul  merchant.  The  differences  in  favor  of 
St.  Paul,  at  points  for  the  most  part  farther  from  St.  Paul  than 
Fargo,  range  according  to  the  evidence,  from  7  cents  to  17 
cents  per  hundred  pounds.  In  the  third  place,  it  was  shown 
in  the  Lehmann,  Higginson  &  Co.  case,  that  cars  coming  from 
the  west  to  Humboldt  to  be  unloaded  had  to  be  haided  empty 
to  the  Missouri  Ei ver  to  be  loaded  and  go  west  again.  The  tes- 
timony in  the  case  under  consideration  tends  to  show  that 
the  reverse  of  this  is  the  case  in  reference  to  Fargo,  as  ship- 
ments of  sugar  from  the  Pacific  coast  are  made  in  the  fall  of 
the  year  when  the  roads  are  engaged  in  moving  the  large  sur- 
plus wheat  crop  of  North  Dakota,  and  any  car  brought  to 
Fargo  at  that  season  loaded  with  sugar  would  not  have  to  be 
liauled  empty  to  eastern  points,  but  would  be  at  once  required 
for  transporting  wheat.  In  these  three  material  particidars 
the  ease  at  bar  diftbrs  from  the  case  of  Lehmann,  Higginson 
<fc  Co.  The  decision  in  that  case  was  based  on  these  and 
other  grounds  besides  water  competition  around  Cape  Horn, 
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and  the  conclusion  reached  was,  that  such  water  competition 
was  "  sufficient,  i?i  coimection  with  the  other  consideratiotis  to 
which  reference  had  been  made,  even  if  alone  it  might  not  be 
adequate,  to  furnish  a  lawful  reason  for  tlie  lower  charge  to 
the  Missouri  River ^  As  before  stated,  the  "  long  and  short 
haul "  rule  of  the  statute  was*  not  involved  in  this  case  and  it 
is  not  authority  for  the  proposition  that  water  competition  by 
way  of  Cape  Horn  is  sufficent  to  authorize  a  departure  from 
that  rule  on  hauls  between  the  Pacific  Coast  and  Missouri 
River  terminals.  On  the  contrary,  the  Commission  abstained 
from  holding  that  such  competition  hi  i^^^/*  justified  a  greater 
charge  to  a  town  not  located  on  the  through  route  but  reached 
over  a  lateral  connecting  road.  It  may  be  also  noted  that 
CoTnmissioner  Morrison,  while  concurring  in  the  conclusion 
reached  in  the  Lehmann,  Higginson  &  Co.  case,  filed  an 
opinion  in  which  he  says :  "  There  is,  in  my  opinion,  no  such 
thing  as  water  competition  between  the  Pacific  Coast  and 
Kansas  City  in  the  carrying  of  refined  or  unrefined  sugars. 
.  .  •  The  dissimilarity  in  the  circumstances  which  justi- 
fies the  greater  charge  for  the  shorter  distance  residts  from 
the  fact  that  Humboldt,  the  shorter  distance  point,  is  off  the 
through  and  direct  lines  of  any  route  from  San  Francisco  to 
Kansas  City.  The  expense  of  maintaining  separate  equip- 
ment and  operating  short  branch  roads  or  lines  adds  consid- 
erably to  the  cost  of  carriage."  4  I.  C.  C.  Kep.  30 ;  3  Inters. 
Com.  Rep.  92. 

Sugar  is  not  produced  on  the  Pacific  Coast  in  sufficient 
quantity  for  shipment.  That  which  is  refined  in  San  Fran- 
cisco is  brought  principally  from  the  Sandwich  Islands. 
There  are  two  large  refineries  in  San  Francisco  and  about 
86,000,000  is  invested  there  in  the  refining  business.  The 
sugar  brought  to  San  Francisco  and  handled  by  these  refin- 
eries in  the  year  1890  amounted  to  from  140,000  to  150,000 
tons,  and  of  this  between  30,000  and  40,000  tons  found  a  mar- 
ket on  the  Missouri  River  and  at  St.  Paul  and  Minneapolis ; 
the  balance  was  marketed  on  the  Pacific  slope  and  in  the 
mountain  districts  between  the  Missouri  River  and  the  Pacific 
Ocean.  The  complainant  testified  that  whenever  sugars  have 
been  shipped  from  San  Francisco  to  St.  Paul  and  other  like 
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eastern  pointB,  it  was  because  of  a  svirplus  is  San  Franciaco. 
No  refined  sugar  has  beeu  shipped  arouDd  the  Horn  to  the 
Atlantic  seaboard. 

Mr.  Hannaford,  the  traffic  manager  of  the  Northern  Pacific 
Railroad,  who  had  been  connected  with  its  freight  department 
for  19  years,  testified  that  his*  understanding  was  that  at  all 
times  when  the  rate  from  San  Francisco  to  Missouri  Biver 
points  has  gone  above  65  cents  per  hundred  pounds,  the 
refiners  have  discontinued  shipping  over  land  and  have  sent 
the  raw  product  by  ocean  to  New  York  for  refining,  but  that 
he  had  no  personal  knowledge  on  the  subject.  He  also  stated 
that  he  had  no  knowledge  of  any  course  of  trade  or  regular 
traffic  in  sugar  around  the  Horn.  Eichard  Gray,  the  general 
manager  of  the  Southern  Pacific  system,  testified  that  he  had 
been  connected  with  traffic  matters  on  the  Pacific  coast  in 
connection  with  the  Trana-Coutinental  hnes  for  about  19 
years  and  was  familiar  with  the  refinement  and  transportation 
of  sugars  on  that  coast.  Having  stated  that  the  competition 
by  water  on  sugar  from  San  Francisco  to  New  York  and  Phil- 
adelphia was  "  actual  and  tangible,"  he  was  asked  by  a  mem- 
ber of  the  Commission  what  amount  of  sugar  that  involved, 
and  in  reply  said,  that  during  1888  there  were  11,000  tons 
shipped  around  the  Horn  from  San  Francisco.  This  ship- 
ment was  of  raw  sugar,  and,  although  he  had  been  familiar  with 
sugar  transportation  on  the  Pacific  coast  for  19  years,  was  the 
only  shipment  by  water,  around  the  Horn  that  he  could  name. 
He  stated  that  was  the  only  shipment  he  knew  of.  This  wit- 
ness having  further  said  that  when  the  sugar  rate  was  raised 
above  60  or  65  cents  per  cwt.,  shipments  over  defendants* 
lines  stopped,  was  asked  what  then  became  of  the  sugar.  He 
replied  that  it  went  "  by  other  carriers,"  and  mentioned  as  an 
instance  a  shipment  in  1887  of  several  thousand  barrels  by 
way  of  Vancouver  on  the  Canadian  Pacific  line.  He  gave  no 
instance  of  sugar  going  by  way  of  Cape  Horn  on  account  of 
an  advance  in  rates. 

J.  C.  Stubbs,  general  traffic  manager  of  the  Southern  Pacific 
Company,  as  a  witness  in  the  case  of  Lehmann,  Higginson  & 
Co.,  being  called  on  to  state  the  extent  of  water  competition 
in  shipments  of  sugar  from  the  Pacific  coast,  gave  this  same 
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shipment  above  mentioned  of  11,000  tons.  He  stated  that 
the  American  Refinery  at  San  Francisco,  desiring  for  some 
reason  to  ship  raw  sugar  to  New  Orleans  and  possibly  to 
St.  Louis,  asked  him  for  a  rate  first  of  40  cents  per  hundred 
pounds,  and  then  of  50  cents,  both  which  being  refused,  they 
chartered  four  vessels  and  shipped  11,000  tons  around  the 
Horn.  Although  the  rates  asked  for  do  not  appear  to  have 
been  subsequently  granted,  no  shipment  of  sugar  around  the 
Cape  has  been  made  since  that  of  11,000  tons  in  1888.  The 
inference  is  that  it  did  not  pay.  It  will  be  noted  that  the 
vessels  employed  in  this  shipment  had  to  be  chartered ;  at  no 
time  does  it  appear  that  vessels  have  been  regularly  engaged 
in  this  business  and  when  desired  they  have  to  be  procured 
by  special  charter.  The  rates  on  this  shipment  were  from 
$3.70  to  $4.00  per  ton,  or  from  \%\  to  20  cents  per  hundred 
pounds.  The  witness  Gray  testified  that  the  average  rate  on 
freight  from  the  Islands  to  San  Francisco  was  $2.00  per  ton 
or  10  cents  per  hundred  pounds,  making  a  total  of  about  $6.00 
per  ton  or  30  cents  per  hundred  pounds,  from  the  Islands  via 
San  Francisco  to  New  York,  and  that  this  was  a  less  rate  than 
"could  be  got  as  a  permanent  thing  between  the  Islands 
direct  and  New  York."  The  witnesses  Gray  and  Hannaford 
differed  as  to  whether  the  raw  sugar  would  go  direct  from  the 
Islands  to  New  York  or  by  way  of  San  Francisco.  In  refin- 
ing raw  sugar  there  is  a  loss  of  10  per  cent.  At  the  rate  of  30 
cents  per  hundred  pounds  on  raw  sugar  from  the  Islands  via 
San  Francisco  to  New  York,  the  charge  on  the  amount  of  raw 
sugar  necessary  to  yield  100  pounds  of  refined  sugar  will  be 
a  fraction  over  33  cents.  This  added  to  the  rates  on  refined 
sugar  from  New  York  to  St.  Paul  (42  cents  by  all  rail  line  and 
35  cents  by  the  "Soo"  route),  will  amount  to  from  68  to  75 
cents.  It  is  also  stated  that  in  carriage  by  water  sugar  is 
usually  damaged  from  5  to  10  per  cent — another  item  of 
expense  or  loss  in  transporting  sugar  around  the  Horn.  The 
voyage  from  San  Francisco  to  New  York  averages  110  days, 
nearly  a  third  of  a  year,  while  the  time  by  rail  is  from  10  to  12 
days.  The  time  from  the  Islands  to  San  Francisco  is  not  given. 
The  sugar  shipped  west  to  Missouri  river  points  from  New 
York  is  refined  in  New  York  from  raw  sugar  mainly  brought 
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from  Cuba  and  the  other  West  Indian  Islands  in  the  Atlantic. 
This  sugar  being  so  much  nearer  to  New  York  than  that 
refined  at  San  Francisco,  the  shipment  of  the  latter  by  ocean 
to  New  York  in  competition  with  the  former  would  not  seem 
likely  to  ever  prove  a  permanently  paying  business,  unless  the 
quality  of  the  West  Indian  sugar  or  its  cost  of  production  was 
such  as  to  counterbalance  its  great  geographical  advantage. 
It  is  to  be  borne  in  mind,  as  stated  at  the  outset,  that  the 
burden  is  on  the  defendants  to  show  that  the  alleged  compe- 
tition by  water  is  such  as  to  justify  a  departure  from  the  rule 
of  the  statute.  This  would  seem  to  be  a  matter,  if  such  were 
in  fact  the  case,  susceptible  of  positive  and  convincing  proof. 
The  evidence  in  this  case  in  connection  with  that  in  the  case 
of  Lehmann,  Higginson  &  Co.  (all  of  which  we  have  consid- 
ered), does  not  in  our  opinion  show  such  water  competition 
as  justifies  the  greater  charge  for  the  shorter  haul  to  Fargo 
than  for  the  longer  haul  through  Fargo  to  St.  Paul.  It  does 
not  appear  that  there  is  either  actual  or  even  probable  com- 
petition of  controlling  force.  If  a  clear  case  of  competition 
not  strictly  speaking  actual,  but  having  vl  potential  existence, 
had  been  shown,  we  are  not  prepared  to  say  it  would  have 
been  insufficient  to  authorize  a  departure  from  the  statutory 
rule.  Competition  has  a  potential  existence  in  the  sense  in 
which  we  wish  to  be  here  understood,  where  the  means  of 
such  competition  exist  and  all  the  conditions  are  such  that  it 
is  morally  certain  an  advance  in  rates  by  a  carrier  will  result 
in  developing  competition  of  controlling  force.  If  the  facts 
make  out  a  clear  case  of  this  kind,  it  would  seem  unreason- 
able to  require  the  carrier  to  go  further  and  demonstrate,  by 
■an  actual  advance  in  rates  resulting  in  a  loss  for  the  time 
being  of  the  traffic  involved,  that  such  advance  will  so  residt. 
In  this  case  the  means  of  competition  around  Cape  Horn — a 
water-way,  vessels  and  capital — may  be  said  to  exist ;  but  the 
conditions  as  to  duration  of  voyage,  damage  to  cargo,  and 
above  all  competition  with  sugar  possessing  an  insuperable 
advantage  in  location,  are  such  as  to  render  competition  of 
any  permanence  and  controlling  force  highly  improbable,  if 
not  practically  impossible. 

It  is  to  be  noted  that  the  counsel  for  the  Northern  Pacific 
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Railroad  Company  does  not  claim  in  the  argument  filed  in  be- 
half of  that  road,  that  the  low  rates  from  San  Francisco  to  St. 
Paul  are  forced  by  water  competion  by  way  of  Cape  Horn  and 
rail  competion  by  way  of  the  Canadian  Pacific  alone,  but,  as 
before  set  forth,  he  contends  that  they  are  necessary  because  of 
**the  price  of  sugar  in  New  York,  Philadelphia,  Boston  and 
other  eastern  cities,  and  the  rates  charged  for  transporting  the 
same  from  such  eastern  points  via  water  and  rail  to  St.  Paul." 
This  proposition  is  sustained  by  the  evidence,  and,  as  stated  by 
the  traffic  manager  of  the  Northern  Pacific,  competition  in  the 
markets  from  the  east  is  the  "controlling  cause"  of  the 
acceptance  of  the  low  rates  on  sugar  to  St.  Paul  from  the  west. 
This  being  so,  the  question  is  presented  whether  this  compe- 
tition constitutes  such  a  state  of  dissimilar  circumstances  and 
conditions  as  will  justify  the  greater  charge  to  Fargo.  We 
cannot  so  hold.  The  sugar  in  New  York  and  other  eastern 
cities,  the  price  of  which  is  referred  to,  comes  to  those  cities 
in  its  raw  state  for  the  most  part  from  the  Atlantic  islands. 
The  competition  with  the  defendants  meet  at  Missouri  river 
points  is  not  competition  in  transportation  by  water  or  rail 
from  San  Francisco  to  those  points  but  is  the  competition  of 
the  raw  sugar  of  the  Atlantic  with  that  of  the  Pacific.  The 
distance  by  the  shortest  all-rail  line  from  New  York  to  St. 
Paul  is  1,373  miles  and  from  San  Francisco  to  St.  Paul  2,301 
miles.  The  Atlantic  sugar  refined  at  New  York  has  the  advan- 
tage at  Missouri  river  points  of  the  shorter  haul  and  the  fur- 
ther fact  is  present  that  the  trunk  lines  over  which  it  is  trans- 
ported arc  onjtbled  by  thci  greater  amount  of  their  traffic  and 
for  otlier  reasons  to  charge  lower  rates  on  traffic  in  general 
than  the  Trans-Continental  lines  over  which  the  Pacific  sugar 
rt'tiued  at  San  Francisco  is  transported.  On  the  other  hand, 
the  sugar  refined  at  San  Francisco  has  the  advantage  over 
that  refined  at  New  York  when  points  some  distance  west  of 
Missouri  river  points  are  reached  and  from  thence  on  to  the 
Pacific  coast.  In  other  words  each  has  the  advantage  in  what 
may  be  termed  its  own  natural  territory.  These  natural  com- 
mercial advantages  resulting  from  location  were  intended  to 
be  maintained  and  promoted,  and  not  destroyed  or  neutral- 
ized, by  the  "  long  and  short  Iiaul  "  rule  of  the  statute.     The 
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case  of  James  &  Mayer  Buggy  Co.  v,  Cincinnati,  New  Orleans 
&  Texas  Pacific  K.  K.  Co.  et  al,  (4  I.  C.  C.  Eep.  714,)  3  In- 
ters. Com.  Rep.  682,  is  directly  in  point  on  the  question 
under  consideration.  In  that  case,  the  defendants  sought  to 
justify  the  lower  rates  on  buggies  from  Cincinnati  to  Augusta, 
the  longer  haul,  than  to  Social  Circle,  the  shorter  haul, 
because  of  the  competition  between  Cincinnati  and  eastern 
cities  for  the  buggy  and  carriage  trade  of  the  Augusta  market, 
in  reaching  which  the  eastern  cities  have  the  advantage  of  rail 
and  water  transportation  while  Cincinnati  prodvcts  must  go  by 
rail.  On  this  the  Commission  say :  "Independent  of  the  rate 
to  shorter  distance  points  on  their  line  defendants  insist  they 
may  lawfully  make  such  lower  rate  to  the  longer  dii^tance 
point  as  will  prevent  eastern  manufacturers  more  advantage- 
ously located  from  taking  the  Augusta  market  from  Cincinnati 
manufacturers.  ...  If  the  contention  of  the  defendants 
is  justified  by  the  statute,  and  they  can  avail  themselves  of  its 
exceptional  provisions  and  charge  more  for  the  shorter  dis- 
tance for  the  purpose  of  equalizing  commercial  conditions  and 
adjusting  trade  relations  between  the  cities  of  Cincinnati  and 
Baltimore  in  the  Augusta  market,  the  same  thing  may  be 
done  to  place  Cincinnati  carriage  makers  on  an  equal  footing 
with  those  of  Augusta  in  the  Augusta  market,  or  to  relieve 
any  city  from  any  disadvantage  in  markets  of  other  cities,  or 
to  deprive  all  cities  or  places  of  production  of  any  advantage 
resulting  from  their  location.  Such  an  interpretation  would 
make  the  4th  section  of  the  Act  practically  inoperative,  and 
with  such  a  license  in  rate  making  carriers  might  give  advan- 
tage to  or  build  or  destroy  the  carriage  or  other  business  of 
any  city  or  locality." 

The  evidence  shows  that  if  the  existing  rates  on  sugar  from 
San  Francisco  to  St.  Paul  were  raised,  shipments  of  that 
commodity  from  San  Francisco  to  St.  Paul  would  cease.  It 
further  appears  tliat  the  greater  charge  to  Fargo  yields  only 
about  6  mills  per  ton  per  mile,  that  this  is  lower  than  the 
charge  on  any  other  commodity  over  the  Trans-Continental 
roads,  and  is  not  in  itself  unjust  or  unreasonable  in  view  of 
the  cost  of  building  these  roads,  the  character  and  condition 
of  the  country  which  they  traverse,  their  current  expenses. 
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the  amount  of  traffic  they  transport  and  other  matters  to  be 
weighed  in  passing  upon  the  reasonableness  of  their  rates. 
These  rates  are  lower,  also,  per  ton  per  mile  than  the  rates 
from  the  Atlantic  seaboard  on  sugar  going  west  over  the 
trunk  lines,  which  latter  lines  by  reason  of  the  greater  volume 
of  their  traffic  are  able  to  carry  at  lower*  rates  than  the  Trans- 
Continental  lines.  But,  admitting  for  argument's  sake  that  a 
departure  from  the  long  and  short  haul  rule  has  been  shown 
to  be  authorized  in  this  case,  the  facts  that  the  low  rates  to 
St.  Paul  are  necessary  in  order  to  hold  the  business,  and 
that  the  higher  rates  to  Fargo,  the  shorter  distance  point, 
are  not  in  themselves  unjust  or  unreasonable,  do  not  justify 
a  disparity  in  rates  between  the  two  cities  which  will  result 
in  unjust  discrimination.  Section  2  of  the  Interstate  Com- 
merce Law,  forbidding  unjust  discrimination,  applies  even 
where  the  exceptional  conditions  are  shown  to  exist  which 
authorize  the  greater  charge  for  the  shorter  haul.  When 
such  right  is  established  it  must  be  so  exercised  as  not  to 
work  unjust  preference  between  individuals,  localities  or  com- 
modities. Re  Louisville  &  Nashville  R.  B.  Co.,  1  I.  C.  C. 
Rep.  30;  1  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  278.  The  facts  heretofore 
recited  show  that  the  higher  rate  to  Fargo  than  to  St.  Paul 
lias  caused  the  complainant  at  Fargo  to  stop  shipping  sugar 
from  San  Francisco  altogether,  and  enabled  the  St.  Paul 
dealer  to  undersell  him  in  territory  immediately  around 
Fargo  and  much  more  distant  from  St.  Paul  than  from  Fargo. 
Conceding,  we  repeat,  that  the  right  to  make  the  greater 
charge  for  the  shorter  haul  has  been  established,  a  disparity 
in  rates  so  great  as  to  produce  such  a  result  cannot  be  sanc- 
tioned. In  this  connection  it  may  be  noted  that  the  method 
of  making  rates  to  Fargo  and  other  points  for  a  considerable 
distance  west  of  the  eastern  termini  of  the  Trans-Conti- 
nental roads,  by  adding  to  the  through  rate  to  the  terminal 
the  local  back  to  such  points,  is  what  is  known  as  the  "  bas- 
ing point  system."  The  natural  effect,  if  not  purpose,  of 
this  system  was  to  build  up  "trade  centres,"  or  distributing 
points,  at  the  expense  of  surrounding  towns.  It  prevailed 
extensively  before  the  Act  to  regulate  commerce  was  passed, 
and  it  is  believed  that  its  injustice  attracted  the  attention  of 
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Congress  and  led  to  the  incorporation  of  the  short-haul  clause 
as  the  leading  feature  of  the  Act.  Be  Tariffs  and  Classifica- 
tions of  A.  &  W.  P.  E.  E.  Co.  et  al,  3  I.  C.  C.  Eep.  47 ;  2 
Inters.  Com.  Eep.  461 ;  Re  Louisville  &  Nashville  E.  E.  Co., 
1  I.  C.  C.  Eep.  84, 85 ;  1  Inters.  Com.  Eep.  278.  The  defend- 
ants claim  that  if  the*  same  rate  is  given  to  Fargo  as  to  St. 
Paul  the  roads  will  lose  the  local  charges  back  from  St.  Paid 
on  the  sugar  which  in  that  event  will  go  to  Fargo,  and  that 
these  local  charges  constitute  the  main  profit  which  they 
derive  from  this  business.  It  thus  appears  that  the  high 
rates  imposed  on  Fargo,  as  compared  with  those  to  St.  Paul, 
are  for  the  purpose  of  forcing  sugar  to  St.  Paul  that  the 
roads  may  have  the  benefit  of  the  greater  profit  which  will 
result  from  its  distribution  from  that  point.  The  benefit 
thus  accruing  to  the  roads  is  at  the  expense  of  Fargo,  and  it 
is  scarcely  necessary  to  say  that  such  a  method  on  the  part 
of  carriers  of  advancing  their  interests  is  contrary  to  both 
the  spirit  and  letter  of  the  law. 

For  a  considerable  period — stated  by  the  complainant  as 
two  years — prior  to  the  advance  in  rates  to  Fargo  complained 
of  in  this  case,  the  same  rates  (60  and  65  cents)  had  been 
charged  to  Fargo  as  to  St.  Paul.  The  advance  in  the  rates 
to  Fargo,  according  to  the  witness  for  the  roads,  was  made, 
not  because  of  any  material  injury  which  had  resulted  from 
the  equality  of  rates  to  St.  Paul  and  Fargo,  but  because  of 
complaints  from  other  localities  of  the  lower  rates  to  Fargo 
than  to  such  other  localities.  The  only  complaint  mentioned 
is  said  to  have  been  from  Lincoln,  Nebraska,  and  the  nature 
of  that  complaint  is  not  fully  set  forth.  The  volume  of  traflSc 
going  west  from  Missouri  river  points  is  greater  than  that 
coming  from  the  west  to  those  points.  Hence  there  is  a  pre- 
ponderance of  empty  cars  coming  east  from  tlie  Pacific  coast. 
This  eniil)les  the  roads  to  carry  sugar  east  at  a  lower  rate 
than  they  otherwise  could.  As  it  appears  that  cars  coming 
from  San  Francisco  to  Fargo  loaded  with  sugar,  after  being 
unloaded  there  are  not  carried  empty  to  Missouri  river  points 
to  be  reloaded  for  the  trip  west  again,  but  are  at  once  needed 
for  moving  the  wheat  crop  of  North  Dakota  east,  the  cost  of 
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carry ing  the  sugar  from  San  Francisco  to  Fargo  ought  to  be, 
if  anything,  less  than  that  of  carrying  it  to  St.  Paul.  The 
testimony  shows  that,  while  the  rates  from  San  Francisco  on 
sugar  both  to  Fargo  and  St.  Paul  are  not  excessive,  but  com- 
paratively low,  they  yet  pay  something  above  the  costs  of 
transportation,  and  the  roads  desire  to  retain  the  traffic.  In 
cases  of  competition  like  that  from  the  east  encountered  at 
Missouri  river  points  by  the  defendants  in  the  transportation 
of  sugar  from  San  Francisco,  it  may  be  impossible  to  make 
the  traffic  subject  to  such  competition  pay  its  equal  propor- 
tion of  the  whole  cost,  including  fixed  charges,  to  which  the 
carrier  is  subject.  If  it  can,  under  such  circumstances,  be 
made  to  pay  anything  toward  the  cost,  above  what  the  taking 
of  it  would  add  to  the  expense,  the  surplus  would  be  profit. 
"  A  railroad  ought  not  to  neglect  any  traffic  of  a  kind  that 
will  increase  its  receipts  more  than  its  expenses ;  and  long- 
haul  traffic  which  can  only  he  had  on  these  terms  may  some- 
times be  taken  without  wronging  any  one,  when,  to  carry  all 
traffic,  or  even  the  major  pai-t  of  it,  at  the  like  rates,  would 
be  simply  ruinous."  Re  Louisville  &  Nashville  K.  R.  Co.> 
1  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  79 ;  1  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  278. 

Our  conclusion  is  that  the  "controlling  cause"  of  the  nec- 
essary low  rates  on  refined  sugar  over  the  lines  of  defendants 
from  San  Francisco  to  St.  Paul  is  the  competition  from  the 
east  of  sugar  refined  at  New  York ;  that  these  rates  to  St. 
Paul  would  be  forced  on  the  defendants  by  that  competition 
even  if  the  Canadian  Pacific  road  and  the  water-way  around 
Cape  Horn  did  not  exist ;  that  while  the  low  rates  to  St.  Paul 
are  so  rendered  necessary,  that  is  no  justification  under  the 
law  as  construed  by  this  Commission  of  the  higher  rates  to 
Fargo,  the  shorter  distance  point ;  and  that,  in  order  to  make 
the  rates  to  St.  Paul  and  Fargo,  respectively,  conform  to  the 
''  long  and  short  haul "  rule  of  the  statute  and  prevent  unjust 
discrimination  against  Fargo,  they  should  be  at  least  as  low 
to  Fargo  as  to  St.  Paul. 

In  the  printed  brief  filed  in  behalf  of  the  Northern  Pacific 
Railroad  Company,  it  is  alleged  that  the  charter  of  that  com- 
pany "vests  in  its  board  of  directors  a  contract  rate  making 
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power  free  from  legislative  or  other  control,  except  as  to 
rates  on  military,  postal  and  other  government  transporta- 
tion." There  is  no  discussion  in  this  case  of  the  question 
raised  by  this  allegation  either  on  the  part  of  the  railroad 
company  or  the  complainant,  but  an  elaborate  argument  in 
support  of  the  company's  position  has  been  filed  by  its  coun- 
sel in  the  case  now  pending  before  us  of  The  Merchants' 
Union  of  Spokane  Falls  v.  The  Northern  Pacific  Bailroad 
Company  et  al.  The  Northern  Pacific  Company  was  char- 
tered by  Act  of  Congress  of  July  2, 1864  (13  Stat,  at  L.  365), 
and  the  sections  of  its  charter  mainly  relied  on  by  the  com- 
pany are  the  following : 

**  Section  11.  And  be  it  further  enacted,  That  said  Northern  Pacific  Rati, 
road,  or  any  part  thereof,  shall  be  a  post  route  and  military  road,  subject  U> 
the  use  of  the  United  States,  for  postal,  military,  naval  and  all  other  gov- 
ernment service,  and  also  subject  to  such  regulations  as  Congress  may  impost 
restricting  the  charges  ft tr  such  government  transportation."** 

*  Seo.  13.  And  be  it  further  enacted.  That  the  directors  of  said  company 
shall  make  an  annual  report  of  their  proceedings  and  expenditures,  verified 
by  the  affidavits  of  the  president  and  at  least  six  of  the  directors,  and  they 
shall,  frtfin  time  to  time  fix,  determine,  and  regulate  the  fares ^  tolls  and  cJuirgei 
t/t  he  received  and  paid  for  the  transjwrtation  of  persons  and  property  on  said 
7'oad  or  any  part  thereof'' 

It  is  contended  by  counsel  for  the  railroad  company  that 
these  sections  are  to  be  construed  in  pari  materia;  that  so 
construed  the  former  constitutes  an  express  exception  to  the 
latter,  and  being  such,  excludes  all  others,  under  the  rule, 
ediypressio  unius  est  e>vcLusio  alter ius  ;  and  that  by  the  two  sec- 
tions Congress  "  intended  to  place  i\\e  unrestricted  xighiivL 
the  board  of  directors  to  determine  rates  of  compensation, 
subject  only  to  one  limitation,  to  wit:  right  of  Congresa  to 
restrict  charges  on  government  transportation."  By  "unre- 
stricted right,*'  we  gather  from  the  argument,  is  meant  a  right 
free  from  control  or  restriction  by  Congress  or  otherwise. 

Section  20  of  the  company's  charter  is  as  follows : 

*'  Seo.  20.  And  be  it  further  enacted,  That  the  better  t^>  accomplish  the 
object  of  thus  Act,  namely,  to  promote  the  public  interest  and  welfare  hy  the 
construction  of  said  railroad  and  telegraph  line,  and  keeping  the  same  in 
working  order,  and  to  secure  to  tlie  govi»rnment  at  all  times  (but  particu. 
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larly  in  time  of  war)  the  use  and  benefits  of  the  same  for  postal,  military, 
and  other*  purposes,  Congress  may  at  any  time,  having  due  regard  for  the 
rights  of  said  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Company,  add  to.  alter,  amend  or 
repeal  this  Act.  '* 

It  is  manifest  i?i  limine  that  the  proposition  above  stated 
based  on  sections  11  and  13  of  the  charter,  is  without  found- 
ation, if  the  reservation  by  Congress  in  section  20  of  the 
right  of  amendment  and  repeal  applies  to  the  authority  to 
determine  rates  given  in  section  13.  It  is  claimed  on  the 
part  of  the  railroad  company  that  this  reservation  does  not 
so  apply,  but  "is  limited  to  such  amendments  as  aid  or 
fuiiher  the  construction  of  the  road,  or  the  keeping  of  the 
same  in  order,  and  such  as  tend  to  secure  the  use  of  the 
same  to  the  government  for  postal,  military  and  other  govern- 
mental purposes."  By  an  analysis  of  section  20  it  will  be 
seen  that  the  purpose  of  the  reservation  is  expressly  stated 
to  be  "Me  hetter  to  accomplish  the  object  of  the  Act^^  and  the 
object  is  declared  to  be,  first,  the  general  one  of  promoting 
"the  public  interests  and  welfare,"  and  second,  the  special 
one  of  securing  the  use  of  the  road  at  all  times  for  govern- 
mental purposes.  The  construction  of  the  road  and  tele- 
graph line  and  keeping  them  in  working  order  are  only  the 
iiiecuu  to  the  ends  declared  to  be  had  in  view  in  reserving  the 
right  of  amendment  and  repeal.  The  interpretation  con- 
tended for  substitutes  the  means  for  the  end  and  requires  the 
statute  to  road  as  follows :  "  That  the  better  to  accomplish 
the  object  of  this  Act,  namely,  .  .  .  the  construction  of 
said  road  and  telegraph  line,  and  the  keeping  the  same  in 
working  order,  and  to  secure  to  tlie  government  at  all  times 
(but  particularly  in  time  of  war)  the  use  and  benefit  of  the 
same  for  postal,  military  and  other  purposes,  Congress  may, 
at  any  time,  having  due  regard  for  the  rights  of  said  North- 
ern Pacific  Railroad  Company,  add  to,  alter,  amend  or  repeal 
this  Act."  This  is  to  limit  the  object  of  the  Act  to  the  con- 
struction and  maintenance  of  the  road  and  its  use  by  the  gov- 
ernment, and  to  entirely  ignore  the  vastly  larger  and  endur- 
ing interests  of  the  general  public  as  shippers  and  passen- 
gers. The  "  public  interests  and  welfare  "  involved  outside 
of  the  governmental  use  of  the  road,  relate  to  the  transporta- 
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tion  over  it  of  persons  and  property  of  citizens  in  general 
and,  it  is  needless  to  say,  are  vitally  aflfected  by  the  rates  to 
be  charged  for  such  transportation.  "The United  States," 
in  the  charter  under  consideration,  "made  a  magnificent 
grant  to  this  company  of  lands  equal  in  quantity  to  forty  or 
fifty  thousand  square  miles,  an  area  as  large  as  an  average 
State  of  the  Union."  Northern  Pacific  R.  E.  Co.  v,  Traill 
County,  115  U.  S.  010,  29  L.  ed.  277.  The  power  to  make 
this  grant  was  claimed  to  be  derived  from  what  is  known  as 
the  "general  welfare  "  clause  of  the  Constitution.  Congress 
seems  to  have  been  mindful  of  this  and  of  the  extent  to  which 
the  public  domain  had  been  made  to  contribute,  in  reserving 
to  itself  the  .right  of  amendment  and  repeal  of  the  charter 
for  the  "  promotion  of  the  public  interests  and  welfare  "  not 
only  as  represented  by  the  government,  but  also  as  involved 
in  the  benefit  to  otherwise  accrue  from  this  great  highway  to 
its  citizens  in  general. 

The  comprehensiveness  of  the  language  employed  is  to  be 
noted — the  right  reserved  is  not  only  to  "add  to,  alter  and 
amend,"  but  also  to  "  i^epeal  "  the  entire  Act.  A  practical  con- 
struction of  the  reservation  has  been  given  by  Congress  in 
an  act  subsequently  passed.  Section  4  of  the  charter  pro- 
vided for  the  issuance  to  the  company,  on  the  completion  of 
each  twenty-five  consecutive  miles  of  the  road,  of  patents 
for  lands  covered  by  the  grant ;  "  confirming  to  the  company 
the  right  and  title  to  said  lands,  situated  opposite  to  and  con- 
terminous with,  said  completed  section  of  said  road."  In 
1870,  when  making  appropriations  for  the  survey  of  the  lands 
within  the  limits  of  the  grant.  Congress  added  this  proviso : 
"That  before  any  land  granted  to  said  company  by  the  United 
States  shall  be  conveyed  to  any  party  entitled  thereto  under 
any  of  the  acts  incorporating  or  relating  to  said  company, 
there  shall  first  be  paid  into  the  Treasury  of  the  United  States 
the  cost  of  surveying,  selecting  and  conveying  the  same  by 
the  said  company  or  party  in  interest.''  16  Stat,  at  L.  305. 
Tliis  was  a  material  alteration  or  amendment  of  that  portion 
of  the  4th  section  of  the  charter  above  referred  to,  and  on  its 
face  its  object  was,  by  retaining  the  legal  title  in  the  govern- 
ment, to    secure  the   payment  of  the  cost  of  making  the  sur- 
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Teys  necessary  to  the  location  and  ascertainment  of  the  lands 
of  the  grant.  Counsel  for  the  company  insist  that  this 
amendment  was  also  intended  '^  to  exempt  said  land  from  tax- 
ation pending  the  construction  of  the  road  and  until  payment 
by  the  company  of  the  surveying  and  listing  fees  mentioned 
in  said  proviso;"  that  this  exemption  obviated  the  neces- 
sity of  raising  a  large  amount  of  money,  and  enabled  the 
company  to  complete  the  road  and  prepare  it  for  govern- 
ment use  earlier  than  it  could  but  for  such  exemption ;  and 
hence  that  the  amendment  was  within  the  objects  specified 
in  section  20  of  the  charter  as  construed  by  him.  It  is  true, 
similar  words  in  the  Union  Pacific  charter  had,  prior  to  this 
amendment  been  construed  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  States  as  exempting  lands  granted  to  that  road  from 
taxation  until  the  payment  of  said  fees  (Kansas  Pac.  R.  Co. 
V.  Prescott,  83  U.  S.  16  Wall.  603,  21  L.  ed.  373 ;  Union  Pac. 
R.  Co.  V,  McShane,  89  U.  S.  22  Wall.  444,  22  L.  ed.  747),  and 
this  amendment  itself  has  been  construed  by  said  court  as 
having  that  effect  (Northern  Pac.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Traill  County, 
115  U.  S.  600,  29  L.  ed.  477);  but  its  main,  if  not  only,  pur- 
pose must  be  held  to  be  that  which  is  clearly  expressed  on 
its  face.  In  the  case  last  cited  the  Supreme  Court  says: 
*'It"  (the  government)  "thought  proper  to  require  of  the 
grantee  the  payment  of  the  costs  of  making  the  surveys 
necessary  to  the  location  and  ascertainment  of  those  lands. 
To  secure  the  payment  of  those  expenses  it  decided  to  retain 
the  legal  title  in  its  own  hands  until  they  were  paid."  115 
U.  S.  610.  Referring  to  the  decision  of  the  court  of  Minne- 
sota in  the  case  of  Cass  County  v.  Morrison,  28  Minn.  257, 
in  which  it  was  held  that,  because  the  requirement  to  pay 
these  costs  was  made  in  1870,  six  years  after  the  original 
grant,  it  was  void  as  an  unconstitutional  exercise  of  power 
by  Congress,  the  Supreme  Court  further  says:  "But  we 
think  that  the  clause"  (sec.  20  of  the  charter)  "authorizing 
Congress  to  *  add  to,  alter,  amend  or  repeal  the  Act  of  1864,' 
clearly  conferred  this  power  on '  Congress,  especially  when 
exercised,  as  in  this  instance,  before  the  company  had  built 
a  mile  of  road  or  earned  an  acre  of  land,  or  in  any  other 
manner  secured  an  equitable  right  to  the  lauds."     It  may  be 
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remarked  that  the  question  being  considered  by  the  court 
was  whether  the  power  to  make  such  an  amendment  was 
(*onferred  by  section  20  of  the  company's  charter,  and  not 
whether  it  would  be  operative  when  made  on  rights  in  prop- 
erty which  had  become  vested  under  the  charter  prior  to  the 
amendment. 

In  the  Act  of  Congress  of  July  1,  1862  (12  Stat,  at  L.  489), 
chartering  the  Union  Pacific  Eailroad  Company,  the  reserva- 
tion of  the  right  of  amendment  and  repeal  is  identical  with 
section  20  of  the  charter  of  the  Northern  Pacific  Eailroad 
Company.  In  the  Act  of  July  2,  1864,  amending  the  above 
Act  of  July  1,  1862,  there  is  nothing  but  the  simple  words 
*'that  Congress  may  at  any  time  alter,  amend  and  repeal  this 
Act."  The  Supreme  Court,  in  construing  these  reservations 
in  the  "Sinking  Fund  Cases"  (99  U.  S.  720,  25  L.  ed.  496), 
said :  "  It  is  unnecessary  to  decide  what  power  Congress 
would  have  had  over  the  charter  if  the  right  of  amendment 
had  not  been  reserved ;  for,  as  we  think,  that  reservation  has 
been  made.  .  .  .  Taking  both  acts  together,  and  giving 
the  explanaton'y  statements  in  that  of  1862  "  {Sec,  20  of  charter 
of  Nor,  Pac,  a,  li,  Co,)  "  all  the  effect  it  can  he  entitled  to^  we 
are  of  the  opinion  that  Congress  not  only  retains,  but  has 
given  special  notice  of  its  intention  to  retain  full  and  com- 
plete power  to  make  such  alterations  and  amendments  of  the 
charter  as  come  within  the  just  scope  of  Legislative  power. ^' 

As  said  by  the  Supreme  Coui-t  above,  we  deem  it  unneces- 
sary in  view  of  the  reservation  in  section  20  of  the  right  of 
amendment,  to  "  decide  what  power  Congress  would  have 
had  over  the  charter  if  the  right  of  amendment  had  not  been 
reserved."  We  are  of  opinion,  however,  that  without  such 
reservation  the  clause  ot  the  charter  under  consideration 
giving  the  right  to  fix  and  determine  rates  would  have  been 
subject  to  the  legitifuate  exercise  by  Congress  of  its  constitu- 
tional power  to  regulate  commerce.  The  exercise  of  this 
power  within  laivful  hounds  is  not  only  a  right,  but,  where 
public  interests  are  involved,  a  duty.  The  "power  of  regu- 
lation is  a  power  of  government,  continuing  in   its  nature.'* 
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116  U.  8.  325.  If  it  can  be  irrevocably  bargained  away  by 
one  Congress  as  to  a  particular  corporation  engaged  in  the 
business  of  common  carriage,  so  as  to  bind  not  only  that 
Congress  but  all  future  Congresses  it  may  be  so  bai^ained 
away  as  to  all  or  such  a  number  of  corporations  as  to  virtu- 
ally nullify  the  constitutional  grant. 

It  being  clear  that  Congress  under  its  reservation  of  the 
right  of  amendment,  if  not  without  such  reservation,  has,  as 
stated  by  the  Supreme  Court  above,  "full  and  complete 
power  to  make  such  alterations  and  amendments  of  the  char- 
ter as  come  within  the  just  scope  of  legislative  power,"  the 
question  remaining  to  be  determined  is,  whether  the  "  Act 
to  regulate  commerce  "  as  applied  to  the  rate-making  author- 
ity given  the  defendant  in  section  13  of  its  charter,  comes 
within  "the  just  scope  of  legislative  power."  In  connection 
with  the  statement  above  quoted  of  the  extent  of  the  power 
reserved,  the  court  proceed  to  say :  "  That  this  power  has  a 
limit,  no  one  can  doubt.  All  agree  that  it  cannot  be  used  to 
take  away  property  acquired  under  the  operation  of  the 
charter,  or  to  deprive  the  corporation  of  the  fruits  actually 
reduced  to  possession  of  contracts  lawfully  made.  .  .  . 
The  United  States  cannot,  any  more  than  a  State,  interfere 
with  private  rights,  except  for  leyitlvtate  goveymmental  ynr- 
poses.  They  (the  United  States)  are  not  included  within  the 
constitutional  prohibition  which  prevents  states  from  pass- 
ing laws  impairing  the  obligation  of  contracts,  but  equally 
with  the  states  are  prohibited  from  depriving  persons  or  coi- 
porations  of  property  without  due  process  of  law."  99  U. 
S.  718-720.  It  is  held,  however,  that  Congi^ess  may  exercise 
the  reserved  power  of  alteration  and  amendment  of  a  charter 
"to  protect  the  rights  of  the  public  and  of  the  corporation," 
(Holyoke  Co.  v,  Lyman,  82  U.  S.  15  Wall.  519,  21  L.  ed.  133), 
and  that  such  reserved  power  "places  under  legislati^re  con- 
trol all  rights,  privileges  and  immunities  derived  by  the  char- 
ter directly  from  the  State."  Tomlinson  v,  Jessup,  82  U.  S. 
15  Wall.  459,  21  L.  ed.  204.  It  is  deemed  unnecessary  to 
make  further  citations  of  authorities  on  the  question  of  the 
limitations  on,  and  extent  of  a  reserved  power  of  amend- 
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ment  of  a  charter.  It  seems  clear  that  this  power  is  one 
over  the  charter  itself,  arid  not  over  rights  which  have  vested 
or  property  acquired  under  it  prior  to  amendment.  It  is 
equally  clear  that  it  may  be  exercised  to  protect  and  pro- 
mote the  interests  of  the  public,  the  corporators  and  the  cor- 
poration, due  regard  being  had  for  the  rights  of  each.  The 
question  then  is :  Would  the  Act  to  regulate  commerce,  if 
applied  to  the  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Company,  inju- 
riously aflfect,  impair  or  destroy  rights  which  had  vested 
under  the  charter  of  that  company  prior  to  the  passage  of 
said  Act,  or  is  it  a  lawful  exercise  for  the  promotion  of  the 
public  interests  and  with  due  regard  to  the  rights  of  said 
company  and  those  claiming  under  its  charter,  of  the  power 
to  regulate  commerce,  and  within  the  just  scope  of  the  legis- 
lative power  of  amendment  reserved  in  its  said  charter? 
The  gravamen  of  the  complaint  of  the  Northern  Pacific 
Railroad  Company  against  the  application  to  it  of  the  Act 
to  regulate  commerce  is,  in  the  language  of  its  counsel,  that 
without "  freedom  in  rate-making  power  and  right  of  ducrim- 
inatio?i  against  locality''  (which  are  claimed  to  be  necessary), 
**  it  could  not  have  sold  its  bonds,  secured  the  money  with 
which  to  construct  its  road,  or  maintained  and  operated  its 
road  and  complied  with  its  obligations;"  and  that  its  "secu- 
rities were  purchased  by  persons  acting  in  good  faith,  rely- 
ing upon  the  plain  and  unambiguous  language  of  the  char- 
ter." The  answer  to  this,  in  the  first  place,  is,  that  by  section 
20  of  the  charter,  Congress,  in  the  language  of  the  Supreme 
Court  heretofore  quoted,  "  not  only  retained,  but  gave  special 
notice  of  its  intention  to  retain,  full  and  complete  power  to 
make  such  alterations  and  amendments  of  the  charter  as 
come  within  the  just  scope  of  legislative  power." 

The  company  and  purchasers  of  its  bonds  and  securities 
arc  chargeable  with  this  notice,  and  cannot  claim  to  be  injured 
or  that  their  contract  rights  are  impaired  by  any  amendment 
of  the  charter  within  the  "just  scope  of  legislative  power." 
The  reservation  of  this  power  was  a  term  of  the  charter  or 
contract,  and  the  holders  of  the  company's  securities  do  not 
occupy  the  status  of  purchasers  for  value  without  notice.  In 
the  second  place,  the  power  of  regulation  of  rates  conferred 
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on  this  Commission  by  the  Interstate  Commerce  Act  not  only 
is,  in  our  opinion,  clearly  within  the  just  scope  of  the  power 
of  amendment  reserved  in  the  charter,  but  if  properly  exer- 
cised, must  in  the  long  run  result  in  benefit  rather  than  injury 
to  the  company  and  the  holders  of  its  securities.  The 
requirements  of  the  Act  to  regulate  commerce  pertinent  to 
our  present  inquiry,  briefly  stated,  are :  (1)  That  rates  of 
transportation  shall  be  reasonable  and  just;  (2)  that  rates 
charged  different  persons  shall  be  the  same  for  a  ''like  and 
contemporaneous  service  in  the  transportation  of  a  like  kind 
of  traflSc  under  substantially  similar  circumstances  and  condi- 
tions;^^ (3)  that  there  shall  be  given  no  undue  or  unreasonable 
preference  or  advantage  to  any  particular  person,  company, 
firm,  corporation  or  locality,  or  any  particular  description  of 
traffic,"  and  that  such  person,  etc.,  shall  not  be  subjected  to 
"  any  undue  or  unreasonable  prejudice  or  disadvantage  in  any 
respect  whatsoever ;"  and  (4)  that  no  greater  charge  in  the 
aggregate  shall  be  made  "  for  the  transportation  of  passen- 
gers or  of  like  kind  of  property,  under  substantially  similar 
circumstances  and  conditions,  for  a  shorter  than  for  a  longer 
distance  over  the  same  line,  in  the  same  direction,  the  shorter 
being  included  within  the  longer  distance."  The  first  require- 
ment relates  to  the  reasonableness  and  justice  of  rates  in 
themselves,  and  the  last  three  to  different  forms  of  unjtfst 
discrimination.  The  defendant  asserts  that "  freedom  in  rate- 
making  power  and  right  of  discrimination  against  locality" 
are  necessary  to  it,  and  that  Congress  intended  to  confer 
these  rights  in  its  charter.  The  Interstate  Commerce  Law, 
in  the  requirement  that  rates  must  be  reasonable,  was  only 
declaratory  of  the  common  law,  and  "  freedom  in  rate-making 
power,"  before  the  passage  of  that  Act,  was  subject  to  the 
condition  that  rates  must  be  reasonable.  116  U.  S.  bot.  p. 
343.  "  A  grant  in  general  terms  of  authority  to  fix  rates  is 
not  a  renunciation  of  the  right  of  legislative  control  so  as  to 
secure  reasonable  rates.  Such  a  grant  evidences  merely  a 
purpose  to  confer  a  power  to  exact  compensation  which  shall 
be  just  and  reasonable."  Stone  v.  N.  J.  &  C.  R.  R.  Co.,  62 
Miss.  646.  In  justice  to  the  defendant  the  idea  cannot  be 
entertained  that  the  "freedom  in  rate-making  power"  which 
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it  claims,  is  freedom  to  make  unjust  and  unreasonable  rates. 
Unless,  however,  this  be  its  claim,  it  cannot  say  that  the  first 
requirement  above  stated  of  the  Interstate  Commerce  Law  is 
an  abridgment  of  its  freedom  in  rate  making.  In  reference 
to  the  claim  of  the  "right  of  discrimination  against  locality,'^ 
the  statute  does  not  forbid  any  discrimination,  but,  on  the  / 
contrary,  recognizes  a  right  of  discrimination  under  substan- 
tially dissimilar  circumstances  and  conditions.  The  chain- 
ing of  one  person  more  than  another  for  a  "like  and  contem- 
poraneous service  in  the  transportation  of  a  like  kind  of 
traffic,"  and  the  greater  charge  "for  a  shorter  than  a  longer 
distance  over  the  same  line  in  the  same  direction,  the  shorter 
being  included  within  the  longer  distance,"  are  only  forbid- 
den under  "  circumstances  and  conditions  substantially  sim- 
ilar;" and  preferences  and  advantages  and  prejudices  and 
disadvantages  are  only  made  unlawful  when  they  are  "undue 
and  unreasonable."  In  a  word,  it  is  only  "unjiist"  discrim- 
ination which  is  prohibited.  In  the  case  of  Fitzgerald  v. 
Grand  Trunk  K.  Co.,  3  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  p.  635,  the  Supreme 
Court  of  Vermont  say :  "  At  common  law,  common  carriers 
were  held  to  be  persons  who  exercised  their  calling  for  the 
public  good,  upon  equal  terms  and  with  the  same  facilities 
to  all  their  customers.  They  could  not  lawfully  exercise  their 
calling  by  granting  advantages  to  one  customer  which  they 
denied  to  another,  but  were  held  to  the  duty  of  serving  all 
alike.  Their  calling  is  one  public  in  its  nature,  and  the  com- 
mon law  exacted  of  them  a  strict  impartiality  in  their  deal- 
ings with  the  public  "  (citing  Messenger  v.  Pennsylvania  R. 
Co.,  36  N.  J.  L.  407 ;  Audenried  v,  Philadelphia  &  R.  R.  Co., 
68  Pa.  370 ;  McDufifee  v,  Portland  &  R.  R.  Co.,  52  N.  H.  430; 
New  England  Exp.  Co.  v,  Maine  Cent.  R.  Co.,  57  Me.  188; 
Pierce  on  Railroads,  498).  In  the  four  requirements  to  which 
we  have  referred  as  pertinent  to  the  question  under  consid- 
eration, the  Interstate  Commerce  Law  only  enjoins  what  is 
right  and  forbids  what  is  wrong,  and  it  seems  self-evident 
that  these  regulations  are  within  the  "just  scope  of  the  legis- 
lative power"  of  amendment  reserved  in  the  charter  for  the 
"promotion  of  the  public  interests  and  welfare."  We  are, 
as  before  stated,  of  the  opinion  that  they  would  have  been 
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lawfully  applicable  to  defendant  as  a  legitmate  exercise  of 
the  power  to  regulate  commerce  even  without  such  reserva- 
tion. We  do  not  understand  the  defendant  as  claiming  the 
right  under  its  charter  to  make  unreasonable  rates  or  to  prac- 
tice unjust  discrimination.  Unless  such  is  the  claim,  it  has 
no  ground  of  complaint  against  the  Act  to  regulate  com- 
merce. If  that  law  be  improperly  administered  by  this  Com- 
mission, a  defendant  carrier  is  amply  protected  by  those  of 
its  provisions  which,  in  cases  of  failure  on  the  part  of  such 
carrier  to  comply  with  our  orders,  requires  a  resort  for  their 
enforcement  to  the  courts,  where  such  carrier  may  have  a 
re-investigation  and  adjudication  of  the  questions  in  issue. 
The  "  Dartmouth  College  Case  "  and  subsequent  cases  in 
line  with  it,  cited  by  the  defendant,  have  no  application 
where  the  right  of  amendment  and  repeal  are  reserved  in  the 
charter.  17  U.  S.  4  Wheat.  518,  4  L.  ed.  629.  Such  right 
when  reserved  being  a  term  of  the  contract,  its  exercise  with- 
in just  and  lawful  limits  cannot  be  an  impairment  of  the 
obligation  of  the  contract. 

In  support  of  the  claim  of  exemption  from  the  operation 
of  the  Interstate  Commerce  Law,  the  counsel  also  lays  down 
these  propositions :  "The  Interstate  Act  is  a  general  law 
without  a  repealing  clause.  Defendant's  charter  is  a  private 
and  special  act.  Repeals  by  implication  are  not  favored.  A 
general  law  is  never  construed  as  repealing  a  private  and 
special  statute,  unless  there  is  irreconcilable  conflict." 

It  is  true  repeals  by  implication  are  not  favored,  and  a 
general  later  law  does  not  abrogate  an  earlier  special  one  by 
iiiei^e  rnijyllcation.  It  is  the  duty  by  the  courts,  if  possible,  to 
so  construe  two  seemingly  repugnant  statutes  that  each  may 
stand  and  have  a  field  of  operation ;  but  in  case  of  "  irrecon- 
cilable conflict"  this  is  impossible,  and  it  then  becomes  the 
duty  of  the  courts  to  sustain  the  later  expression  of  the  legis- 
lative will.  Potter  s  Dwarris  on  Stat.,  156 ;  Endlich  on  Stat., 
210.  If  the  position  of  the  counsel  for  the  railway  company, 
that  section  13  of  its  charter  "vests  in  its  board  of  directors 
an  unrestricted  rate-making  power,"  except  as  to  rates  on 
military,  postal  and  other  government  transportation,  be  cor- 
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rect,  then  said  section  is  in  "irreconcilable  conflict  "with 
the  power  to  regulate  rates  given  this  Commission  in  the  Act 
to  regulate  commerce.  That  Act  provides  that  it  "shall 
apply  to  any  common  carrier  or  carriers "  wholly  by  rail  or 
partly  by  rail  and  partly  by  water  engaged  in  interstate  com- 
merce. No  exception  is  made  out  of  the  class  of  carriers 
covered  by  the  Act.  It  is  an  act  designed  to  regulate  by  one 
general  system  the  entire  subject  matter  covered  by  it;  and 
such  acts  are,  as  a  general  rule,  held  to  supersede  local  and 
special  acts  on  the  same  subject.  Endlich  on  Stat.^231 ; 
Norris  v.  Crocker,  54  U.  S.  13  How.  429,  14  L.  ed.  210.  A 
subsequent  statute  making  a  different  provision  on  the  same 
subject,  is  to  be  construed  as  an  implied  repeal  of  the  former 
if  the  latter  act  be  incompatible  with  the  former.  Potter's 
Dwarris  on  Stat.,  etc.,  156.  In  such  cases  it  is  a  question  of 
legislative  intent.  As  we  have  shown,  there  is  no  reason  why 
the  Northern  Pacific  Eailway  Company  should  be  exempted 
from  the  operation  of  the  general  law,  and,  therefore,  the 
presumption  is  that  Congress  did  not  intend  such  exemption. 
The  application  of  that  law  to  said  company  will  not  impair 
or  divest  any  rights  acquired  under  or  derived  directly  from 
its  charter — unless,  as  before  stated,  it  is  claimed  that  said 
charter  confers  irrevocably  the  right  to  make  unreasonable 
or  unjust  rates  and  the  right  to  practice  unjust  discrimina- 
tion. It  will  still  be  both  the  right  and  duty  of  the  board  of 
directors  to  fix  and  establish  rates ;  and  those  rates  will  stand 
unless  on  an  investigation  by  this  Commission  they  are  shown 
to  be  either  "unreasonable  or  unjust"  in  themslves,  or  to 

constitute  one  of  the  forms  of  "unjust  discriminations'* 
denounced  in  the  Act. 

A  further  suggestion  as  to  the  construction  of  section  13  of 
the  charter  perhaps  ought  to  be  noticed.  Its  main  purpose, 
we  think,  is  directory.  It  was  designed  to  impose  duties 
upon  rather  than  to  grant  powers  to  the  directors.  The  first 
duty  mentioned  is  that  of  the  directors  to  make  reports ; 
second,  to  fix,  determine  and  regulate  charges  for  transporta- 
tion. The  direction  necessarily  implies  the  power  to  do  the 
thing  directed,  but   the   power   is  only  the  incident   of  the 
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direction.  The  establishment  of  rates  was  essential  for  the 
convenience  and  protection  of  the  public.  Therefore  the 
provision  for  it  was  rather  in  the  nature  of  a  condition  of  the 
charter  than  a  grant  of  power.  While  it  included  the  power 
to  the  extent  of  compliance  with  the  requirement,  it  is  hardly 
supposable  that  exclusive  power  or  right  in  the  sense  claimed 
by  the  defendant  was  intended.  Neither  does  it  seem  to  us 
that  the  language,  in  the  connection  in  which  it  is  used,  nec- 
essarily implies  such  power  or  right. 

The  order  will  be  that  defendants,  the  Northern  Pacific 
Eailroad  Company  and  the  Union  Pacific  Eailway  Company, 
forthwith  cease  and  desist  from  charging  or  collecting  a 
higher  rate  on  sugar  from  San  Francisco  to  Fargo  than  to 
St.  Paul.  It  appearing,  as  before  specifically  set  lorth,  that 
the  Oregon  Kailway  &  Navigation  Company,  the  Southern 
Pacific  Company,  and  the  St.  Paul,  Minneapolis  &  Manitoba 
Kailway  Company  did  not  participate  in  the  greater  rate  on 
sugar  to  Fargo  than  to  St.  Paul,  as  alleged  in  the  complaint, 
they  are  not  included  in  the  order  now  issued  in  this  case. 
Neither  the  Great  Northern  Railroad  (which,  in  February, 
1890,  since  the  filing  of  the  complaint,  became  lessee  of  the 
property  of  the  St.  Paul,  Minneapolis  &  Manitoba  Kailway 
Company),  nor  the  Canadian  Pacific,  has  been  made  a  party 
defendant,  although  they  appear  to  have  become  parties  to 
the  rates  complained  of. 

As  the  rates  now  in  force  to  St.  Paul  appear  from  the  evi- 
dence to  be  as  low  as  they  can  be  legitimately  made,  and 
any  increase  would  result  in  a  loss  of  the  business  to  that 
point,  the  only  practicable  method  of  compliance  with  our 
order,  unless  the  situation  has  changed  since  tli(i  hearing, 
would  seem  to  be  a  reduction  of  the  rates  to  Fargo  so  as  to 
make  them  not  more  than  the  prevailing  rates  to  St.  Paul. 
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THE  EAU  CLAIRE  BOARD  OF  TRADE  v.  THE  CHI- 
CAGO, MILWAUKEE  &  ST.  PAUL  RAILWAY  COM- 
PANY, CHICAGO  &  ALTON  RAILROAD  COMPANY, 
ATCHISON,  TOPEKA  &  SANTA  FE  RAILROAD 
COMPANY,  CHICAGO,  ROCK  ISLAND  &  PACIFIC 
RAILWAY  COMPANY,  CHICAGO,  BURLINGTON  & 
QUINCY  RAILROAD  COMPANY,  CHICAGO  & 
NORTHWESTERN  RAILWAY  COMPANY,  CHI- 
CAGO, ST.  PAUL  &  KANSAS  CITY  RAILWAY  COM- 
PANY, MISSOURI  PACIFIC  RAILWAY  COMPANY, 
GREAT  NORTHERN  RAILWAY  COMPANY,  WA- 
BASH RAILROAD  COMPANY,  CHICAGO,  ST. 
PAUL,  MINNEAPOLIS  &  OMAHA  RAILWAY  COM- 
PANY, Defendants; 

AND 

THE  MUSSER  LUMBER  COMPANY,  THE  HERSHEY 
LUMBER  COMPANY,  THE  LINDSAY  &  PHELPS 
COMPANY,  CHRIST,  MUELLER,  THE  DAVEN- 
PORT LUMBER  COMPANY,  THE  CABLE  LUMBER 
COMPANY,  THE  ROCK  ISLAND  LUMBER  &  MAN- 
UFACTURING COMPANY,  DIMOCK,  GOULD  & 
COMPANY,  CURTIS  BROS.  &  COMPANY,  W.  J. 
YOUNG  &  COMPANY,  C.  LAMB  &  SONS,  THE  CLIN- 
TON LUMBER  COMPANY,  GARDNER,  BATCHEL- 
DER  it  WELLS,  D.  JOYCE,  THE  LYONS  LUMBER 
COMPANY,  AND  THE  LANGFORD  &  HALL  LUMBER 
COMPANY,  THE  KEITHSBURG  LUMBER  COM- 
PANY, THE  GEM  CITY  SAW  MILL  COMPANY,  THE 
RAND  LUMBER  COMPANY,  THE  BURLINGTON 
LUMBER  COMPANY,  GILBERT,  HEDGE  &  COM- 
PANY, NAIRN,  GILLIES  &  COMPANY,  S.  &  J.  C. 
ATLEE,  W.  E.  TABOR  ,V  COMPANY,  THE  CARSON 
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&  BAND  LUMBEE  COMPANY,  S.  C.  &  S.  CAETER, 
EVANS  &  SHEPAED,  THE  CANTON  PLANING 
MILL  COMPANY,  THE  CANTON  SAW  MILL  COM- 
PANY, THE  BLUFF  CITY  LUMBEE  COMPANY, 
JOHN  J.  CEUIKSHANK,  Jr.,  THE  EMPIEE  LUM- 
BEE  COMPANY,  THE  HAEEIMAN  &  HUED  LUM- 
BEE COMPANY,  THE  S.  P.  GIVEN  LUMBEE  COM- 
PANY, THE  HANNIBAL  SAW  MILL  COMPANY, 
THE  HANNIBAL  DOOE  &  SASH  COMPANY,  THE 
LA  CEOSSE  LUMBEE  COMPANY,  THE  J.  F.  CEAW- 
FOED  LUMBEE  COMPANY,  and  THE  SCHULEN- 
BEEG  &  BEOCKLEE  LUMBEE  COMPANY,  THE 
LA  CEOSSE  LUMBEE  EXCHANGE,  Intervenors. 


Complaint  filed,  July  7,  1890.— Answer  of  original  defendant,  Chicago,  Mil- 
waukee &  St.  Paul  Railway  Company,  filed  August  2,  1890. — Order 
'  entered  bringing  in  other  defendants,  September  17, 1890. — Order  entered 
granting  leave  to  Chicago,  St.  Paul,  Minneapolis  &  Omaha  Railway 
Company  to  intervene  as  a  defendant.  November  24,  1890. — Answers 
of  new  defendants  filed  October  13,  1«90,  to  November  24,  1890;  also 
on  September  21,  1891.— Orders  entered,  allowing  petitioning  lumber 
dealers  to  intervene  in  behalf  of  the  defense,  November  21,  December 
17,  1890,  and  June  4,  1891.— Depositions  filed  April  3  to  September  21, 
1891.— Hearing  had  at  Chicago,  Illinois,  September  21  and  22,1891.— 
Briefs  filed,  September  21  to  November  12,  1891. — Proposed  findings  of 
fact  filed  by  complainant  November  19,  1891.— Decided  June  17,  1892. 


i.  The  doctrine  that  transportation  charges  should  be  proportioned  to  the 
distances  betwcien  different  points,  where  those  dhtances  are  greatly  dis- 
similar, has  never  been  advocated  by  the  railroads  or  recommended  by 
the  Commission.  While  distance  is  an  ever  present  element  in  the 
problem  of  rates,  and  not  unfro^juently  a  controlling  consideration,  the 
general  practice  of  rate  making  is  opposed  to  the  principle  of  exact 
proportion,  and  there  is  no  opportunity  for  its  application  under  present 
conditions.  Where  all  the  distances  brought  into  comparison  are  con- 
siderable, and  the  differences  between  them  relatively  small,  there  should 
be  substantial  siniilaritj'  in  the  respective  rates,  unless  other  modifying 
circumstances  justify  disparity. 
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2.  That  rates  should  be  fixed  in  inverse  proportion  to  the  natural  advan- 
tages of  competing  towns  with  the  view  of  equalizing  **  commercial 
conditions/'  as  they  are  sometimes  described,  is  a  proposition  unsup- 
ported by  law  and  .juite  at  variance  with  every  consideration  of  justice. 
Each  community  is  entitled  to  the  benefits  arising  from  its  location  and 
natural  conditions,  and  the  exaction  of  charges  unreasonable  in  them- 
selves or  relatively  unjust,  by  which  those  benefits  are  neutralized  or 
impaired,  contravenes  alike  the  provisions  and  the  policy  of  the  statute. 

8.  On  complaint  of  a  relatively  unreasonable  rate  on  lumber  from  Eau  Claire 
to  various  points  on  the  Missouri  river  as  compared  with  rates  to  the 
same  points  from  La  Crosse,  Winona,  and  various  other  lumber  ship- 
ping points :  Held,  That  the  case  must  mainly  be  determined  by  com- 
paring  the  rate  in  question  with  the  rates  from  neighboring  towns,  sim- 
ilar  in  size,  situation  and  volume  of  competing  traffic,  and  at  approxi- 
mately the  same  distance  from  common  markets;  that  the  rate  com- 
plained of  subjects  Eau  Claire  to  undue  prejudice  and  disadvantage,  and 
is  unlawful;  and  that  such  rate  should  not  exceed  the  rate  from  La 
Crosse  and  Winona  by  more  than  two  cents  per  hundred  pounds  when, 
as  at  the  time  complaint  was  filed,  the  rate  from  those  points  is  not 
over  11  cents  per  hundred,  nor  by  more  than  two  and  one-half  cents  per 
hundred  pounds  above  the  present  rate  of  16  cents  per  hundred  from 
La  Crosse  and  Winona. 

4.  A  railroad  cannot  be  said  to  discriminate  against  a  town  which  it  does 
not  reach  and  in  whose  carrying  trade  it  does  not  participate ;  there- 
fore, no  case  is  made  out  against  the  carriers  which  were  made  parties 
at  the  request  of  the  original  defendant,  because  none  of  them  have 
lines  extending  to  Eau  Claire.  Preference,  prejudice  and  other  like 
terms  imply  comparison,  and  the  basis  of  comparison  is  wanting  unless 
the  rates  compared  are  made  by  the  same  carrier.  But  these  parties^ 
having  defended  and  endeavored  to  justify  the  differential  found  exces- 
sive, while  not  technically  subject  to  an  order  for  its  correction,  have  no 
more  right  to  render  it  Ineffectual  than  to  openly  disregard  a  direction 
clearly  within  the  scope  of  the  Commission's  authority.  The  interven- 
ing  defendant,  the  Omaha  road,  though  serving  the  complaining  town, 
need  not,  for  reasons  stated,  be  included  in  the  order  directing  the 
reduced  rate,  but  the  case  will  be  held  open  as  against  that  company 
for  such  direction  as  may  hereafter  be  required. 

IL  IL  ITayden  and  Davis,  Kellogg  cfe   Severance,  for  Eau 
Claire  Board  of  Trade. 

Jo/i?i  W.  Gary,  for  Chicago,  Milwaukee  &  St.  Paul  Railway 
Company. 

WilUam  Brown,  for  Chicago  &  Alton  Railroad  Company. 

Britton  i&  Gray,  for  Atchison,  Topeka  &  Santa  Fe  Rail- 
road Company. 
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I7u>7nas  K  Witherow  and  T.  S.  Wright^  for  Chicago,  Bock 
Island  &  Pacific  Railway  Company. 

«/.  W.  Blythe^  C.  M.  Dawes  and  Benton  J.  HaU^  for  Chicago^ 
Burlington  &  Qnincy  Railroad  Company. 

W.  G.  Oaudy^  for  Chicago  &  Northwestern  Railway  Com- 
pany. 

Lvsk  (6  Bunny  for  Chicago,  St.  Paul  k  Kansas  City  Rail- 
way Company. 

John  S,  Blair,  for  Missouri  Pacific  Railway  Company. 

W.  IT.  Blodgett,  for  Wabash  Railroad  Company. 

James  H.  Howe  and  S.  Z.  rerrin^  for  Chicago,  St.  Faul» 
Minneapolis  k  Omaha  Railroad  Company. 

Cummins  <6  Wright,  for  Musser  Lumber  Company  et  al. 

Thomas  Hedge,  for  Eeithsburg  Lumber  Company  et  aL 

Losey  <&  Woodward,  for  La  Crosse  Lumber  Exchange. 

BEPOBT  AND  OPINION  OF  THE  COMMISSION. 

Enapp,  Commissioner: 

The  substance  of  complainant's  charge  in  this  case  is,  that 
the  rates  maintained  by  the  Chicago,  Milwaukee  &  St.  Paul 
Railway  Company  for  the  transportation  of  lumber,  in  oar- 
load  quantities,  from  various  specified  towns  in  the  lumber 
producing  districts  of  Wisconsin  and  Minnesota,  to  Kansas 
City,  Omaha  and  other  Missouri  River  points,  discriminate 
unjustly  against  the  city  of  Eau  Claire,  and  operate  to  its 
serious  prejudice  and  disadvantage.  The  formal  complaint 
herein,  which  was  directed  against  the  above-named  carrier 
only,  sets  forth  with  considerable  detail  the  history  and  situ- 
ation of  the  lumber  industry  in  that  region,  and  contains 
numerous  statements  in  reference  to  distances,  tariffs,  ton- 
nage, population  and  the  like,  all  tending  to  establish  the 
relative  injustice  asserted.  The  answer  of  this  defendant 
substantially  admits  the  specific  facts  alleged  in  the  petition^ 
but  disputes  some  of  its  inferences  and  assertions,  and  indi- 
rectly denies  that  the  rates  in  question  are  unreasonable  or 
constitute  any  violation  of  legal  duty.  In  further  justifica- 
tion of  the  apparent  disparity  in  chaises  on  west-bound 
lumber  as  between  Eau  Claire  and  its  immediate  rivals,  this 
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railroad  in  effect  pleads  its  inability  to  alter  the  rates  com- 
plained of  without  the  consent,  hitherto  withheld,  of  other 
carriers  engaged  in  transporting  lumber  to  western  destina- 
tions from  various  places  on  their  respective  lines  which  are 
competitors  of  Eau  Claire,  because  those  carriers,  by  lower- 
ing their  rates  at  competing  points  to  correspond  with  any 
reduction  by  this  road  at  Eau  Claire,  could  restore  and  main- 
tain the  existing  relatioii  of  rates  between  these  towns,  which 
is  the  real  grievance  of  complainant.  It  was  therefore  prayed 
that  certain  roads,  which  are  enumerated  in  this  answer, 
should  be  made  parties  to  the  proceeding,  in  order  that  the 
whole  subject  might  be  properly  investigated  and  the  various 
interested  carriers  bound  by  any  ruling  of  the  Commission. 
In  compliance  with  this  request  an  order  was  made  bringing 
in  the  other  railroads  named  in  the  title,  except  the  Chicago, 
St.  Paul,  Minneapolis  &  Omaha  Railway  Company,  which 
subsequently,  on  its  own  application,  was  permitted  to  inter- 
vene. Most  of  these  corporations  thereupon  filed  answers 
to  the  complaint ;  some  of  them  setting  forth  the  circum- 
stances which  led  to  the  adoption  of  the  present  tariff  on 
west-bound  lumber  and  alleging  that  serious  disturbance  and 
injury  would  result  from  any  interference  with  the  rate  estab- 
lished at  Eau  Claire,  and  all  of  them  denying  any  actual  or 
intended  discrimination  against  the  shippers  of  that  city.  In 
addition  to  the  carriers  thus  made  defendants,  a  large  num- 
ber of  persons,  firms  and  corporations  engaged  in  the  lum- 
ber business  in  various  places  in  the  States  of  Iowa,  Illinois 
and  Missouri,  together  with  the  La  Crosse  Lumber  Exchange 
of  La  Crosse,  Wisconsin,  all  claiming  a  direct  and  important 
interest  in  the  controversv,  were  also  at  one  time  or  another 
allowed  to  intervene.  These  parties  are  named  and  described 
as  intervenors  in  the  title  of  the  case;  and  so  far  as  they 
answered,  furnished  evidence,  or  otherwise  participated  in  the 
hearing  (and  to  a  great  extent  they  assumed  the  burden  of  the 
defense),  tliey  sought  to  sustain  and  defend  the  rates  assailed 
in  this  proceeding.  The  introduction  of  these  defendants, 
representing  a  large  area  of  country  and  numerous  transpor- 
tation and  commercial  interests,  greatly  extended  the  range 
of  investigation  and  opened  up  a  broad  field  of  inquiry. 
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In  the  Yoluminous  testimony  which  has  been  placed  upon 
the  record  there  is  little  disagreement  as  to  actual  facts,  but 
the  claims  of  different  parties  and  the  elaborate  arguments 
of  counsel  disclose  many  conflicting  views  and  wide  diverg- 
ence of  opinion.  The  nature  of  the  controversy,  with  ita 
diverse  phases  and  relations,  is  so  fully  set  forth  in  the  for- 
mal findings,  that  no  further  analysis  of  the  pleadings  or 
other  preliminary  statement  would  seem  to  be  required.  In 
order  that  a  complete  summary  of  the  proofs  may  be  pre- 
sented, and  without  special  reference  to  their  materiality  or 
bearing,  we  find  the  following  facts : 

FINDINGS  OF  FACT. 

1.  The  complainant,  the  Eau  Claire  Board  of  Trade,  is  an 
association  of  citizens  and  residents  of  the  city  of  Eau  Claire, 
Wisconsin,  organized  to  promote  the  business  interests  of 
that  city.  The  defendant  railroad  companies  are  severally 
common  carriers  engaged  in  the  interstate  transportation  of 
lumber  and  other  freight.  The  sources  of  supply  of  the 
west-bound  lumber  shipped  over  these  roads  are  the  forests 
of  northern  Michigan,  Wisconsin  and  Minnesota;  and  the 
main  points  from  which  such  shipments  are  made  are  Min- 
neapolis, Eau  Claire,  Winona,  La  Crosse,  Oshkosh,  Milwau- 
kee and  Chicago,  and  the  following  towns  on  the  Mississippi 
river,  south  of  La  Crosse,  to  wit :  Dubuque,  Clinton,  Lyons, 
Fulton,  Moline,  Kock  Island,  Davenport,  Muscatine,  Burling- 
ton, Keokuk,  Hannibal  and  Louisiana.  The  market  or 
distributing  towns  to  which  these  shipments  are  made  are 
for  the  most  part  the  "Missouri  river  points,"  Sioux  City, 
Omaha,  Council  Bluffs,  St.  Joseph  and  Kansas  City. 

2.  No  one  of  the  defendant  roads  reaches  all  these  points 
of  production.  From  Eau  Claire  shipments  of  lumber  are 
made  to  the  Missouri  river  over  the  Chicago,  Milwaukee  & 
St.  Paul,  the  Chicago,  St.  Paul,  Minneapolis  <fe  Omaha,  and 
the  Wisconsin  Central.  The  Chicago,  Milwaukee  &  St.  Paul 
road  (hereinafter  designated  the  "Milwaukee"),  has  main 
lines  as  follows:  From  Chicago  to  Council  Bluffs;  from 
Marion,  Iowa,  on   said   former  line,  to   Kansas  City;  from 
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Oshkosh  to  Milwaukee ;  from  Milwaukee  to  Sabula  Junction ; 
from  Minneapolis  via  Wabasha  to  Sabula  Junction,  called 
the  "river  line";  from  Minneapolis  to  Mason  City,  called  the 
"Iowa  &  Minnesota  line."  Minneapolis,  Winona  and  La 
Crosse  are  on  the  "  river  line,"  but  Eau  Claire  is  on  a  branch 
forty-eight  miles  in  length,  connecting  with  that  line  at 
Wabasha.  The  Milwaukee  road  has  an  arrangement  with 
the  Iowa  Central  by  which,  in  hauling  from  Eau  Claire  and 
Winona  to  Council  Bluflfs,  it  uses  the  latter  road  from  Mason 
City  to  Pickering,  a  distance  of  97  miles,  and,  in  hauling  to 
Kansas  City,  it  uses  the  same  road  from  Mason  City  to  Hed- 
ric,  a  distance  of  167  miles.  The  distances  via  the  Iowa 
Central  are  considerably  less  than  those  over  the  Milwaukee 
line  proper.  The  Chicago,  St.  Paul,  Minneapolis  &  Omaha 
road  (hereinafter  styled  the  "Omaha")  has  a  line  extending 
from  Eau  Claire  through  St.  Paul  and  Minneapolis  to  Sioux 
City,  Omaha  and  Council  Bluffs.  It  also  has  lines  from 
Worthington,  Minn.,  to  Mitchell  in  South  Dakota;  from  St. 
Paul  and  Minneapolis  through  Hudson,  Wis.,  to  Elroy,  Wis.; 
from  Hudson  to  Ashland  and  Bayfield  on  Lake  Superior  in 
northern  Wisconsin ;  and  from  Eau  Claire  to  West  Superior 
and  Duluth,  Minn.  Winona  and  La  Crosse  are  also  both 
located  on  the  Chicago  &  Northwestern,  and  the  Chicago, 
Burlington  &  Northern.  La  Crosse  is  also  reached  by  the 
Green  Bay,  Winona  &  St.  Paul,  and  Winona  by  the  last- 
named  road  and  the  Winona  &  Southwestern ;  but  these  roads 
apparently  do  not  participate  in  the  lumber  traffic. 

All  the  other  defendant  roads,  except  the  Missouri  Pacific 
and  Great  Northern,  have  main  lines  leading  from  Chicago, 
and,  by  their  several  connections,  from  Milwaukee,  Oshkosh 
and  other  points  across  the  Mississippi  to  Missouri  river 
markets.  The  points  at  which  these  roads  cross  the  Missis- 
sippi, and  the  Missouri  river  points  reached  by  them  directly 
or  through  connections  are  shown  by  the  following  table : 
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Roads.  Crossing  points  on  the  Missouri  river 

Mississippi.  points  reached. 

Chicago  &  Alton  Louisiana,  Mo.  Kansas  City. 

U.  K. 

Atchison,  Topeka  tj,.   Tii^oJ|„^„   t„  (Kansas  City,  St.  Joseph,  Atchi- 

&  Santa  Fe  R. R.  ^^'  ^*^^son,  la.  ^^^^^  ^^^^  Leavenworth. 

Chicago,  Rock  Isl-     o^^i,  ToIo^/i  tii  fKansas  City  (in  connection  with 

and&PaciflcR'y    ^^^^  isiana,  ill.  i  ^^^   Hannibal   &    St.    Joseph), 

I  Leavenworth,  Atchison,  St.  Jo- 
l^seph.  Council  Bluffs  and  Omaha. 

Chicago,  Burling-    Burlington,  la.  fCouncil  Bluffs,   Omaha,   St.  Jo- 

ton     &    Quincy    Qulncy,  111.  j  seph,    Atchison,    Leavenworth, 

R.  R.  <  Kansas  City  and  Sioux  City — 

the  last  in  connection  with  the 
L  Chicago  &  Northwestern. 

Chicago  &  North-    Clinton,  la.,  Winona  (Council     Bluffs,    Omaha      and 
Western  R'y.  &  St.  Paul,  Minn.    "(Sioux  City. 

Chicago,  St.  Paul  fSt.  Joseph,  Leavenworth,  direct, 

&  Kansas  City    Dubuque,  la.  I  and    Atchison,    Kansas     City, 

R*y.  I  Council  Bluffs  and  Omaha,   by 

t  connections. 

(Kansas  City,  direct,  and  St.  Jo- 
Wabash  R.  R.         Hannibal  &  St.  Louis.  -  seph,    Atchison     and     Council 

(Bluffs,  by  conections. 

The  Missouri  Pacific  Railway  has  lines  running  west  from 
the  Mississippi  river  to  St.  Louis  and  Belmont,  Mo.,  and 
West  Memphis  and  Helena,  Ark.,  and  reaching  Kansas  City, 
Leavenworth,  Atchison,  St.  Joseph  and  Omaha;  and  the 
Great  Northern  line  extends  west  from  St.  Paul  and  Minne- 
apolis and  reaches  Sioux  City  in  connection  with  Sioux  City 
&  Northern  Railway. 

The  roads  having  lines  from  the  river  towns  named  below 
to  lumber  markets  on  the  Missouri  are  as  follows : 

From  Dubuque — the  Chicago,  Milwaukee  &  St.  Paul,  Illi- 
nois Central,  and  Chicago,  St.  Paul  &  Kansas  City. 

From  Clinton — the  Chicago,  Milwaukee  &  St  Paul,  Chi- 
cago, Burlington  &  Quincy  and  Chicago  &  Northwestern. 

From  Lyons — the  Chicago  &  Northwestern  and  Chicago, 
Milwaukee  &  St.  Paul. 

From  Fulton — the  Chicago  &  Northwestern,  Chicago,  Mil- 
waukee &  St.  Paul  and  Chicago,  Burlington  &  Quinc3\ 

From  Moline — the  Chicago,  Milwaukee  &  St.  Paul,  Chi- 
cago, Burlington  &  Quincy  and  Chicago,  Kock  Island  & 
Pacific. 
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From  Bock  Island — the  Chicago,  Bock  Island  &  Pacific^ 
Chicago,  Milwaukee  &  St.  Paul  and  Chicago,  Burlington  & 
Quincy. 

From  Davenport — the  Chicago,  Bock  Island  &  Pacific, 
and  Chicago,  Milwaukee  &  St.  Paul. 

From  Muscatine — the  Chicago,  Bock  Island  &  Pacific. 

From  Burlington — the  Chicago,  Burlington  &  Quincy  and 
Chicago,  Burlington  &  Kansas  City. 

From  Keokuk — the  Chicago,  Burlington  A  Quincy,  Chi- 
cago, Burlington  &  Kansas  City  and  Chicago,  Bock  Island  & 
Pacific. 

From  Hannibal — the  Hannibal  &  St,  Joseph,  Chicago, 
Burlington  &  Quincy,  and  Wabash. 

From  Louisiana — the  Chicago  &  Alton, 

From  Qnincy — the  Chicago,  Burlington  A  Quincy,  Hanni- 
bal &  St.  Joseph,  and  Quincy,  Omaha  &  Kansas  City. 

From  Winona — the  Chicago,  Milwaukee  &  St.  Paul,  Chi- 
cago &  Northwestern,  Chicago,  Burlington  &  Northern;  the 
last  named  being  a  party  to  the  Chicago,  Burlington  & 
Quincy  system  which  reaches  the  Missouri  river. 

From  La  Crosse — the  Chicago,  Milwaukee  &  St.  Paul,  Chi- 
cago &  Northwestern,  Chicago,  Burlington  &  Northern ;  the 
last  named  being  a  party  to  the  Chicago,  Burlington  & 
Quincy  system,  which  reaches  the  Missouri  river. 

From  Eau  Claire — the  Chicago,  Milwaukee  A  St.  Paul, 
Chicago,  St.  Paul,  Minneapolis  &  Omaha;  it  is  also  located 
on  the  Wisconsin  Central,  which  connects  with  the  above- 
named   roads. 

The  Milwaukee  and  Omaha  are  the  only  roads  made 
defendants  in  this  proceeding  which  reach  Eau  Claire,  The 
Missouri  Pacific,  the  Chicago,  St.  Paul  &  Kansas  City,  and 
the  Chicago  &  Northwestern  Eailway  Companies  admit  that 
they  are  parties  to  joint  rates  on  lumber  from  Eau  Claire, 
and  all  the  defendant  roads  appear  to  have  joined  in  fixing 
the  differentials  complained  of  in  this  case.  The  Wisconsin 
Central,  of  which  the  Northern  Pacific  Eailroad  Company  is 
lessee,  is  not  made  a  party  defendant,  but  its  line  now 
reaches  Eau  Claire  and  is  carr3dng  lumber  to  Missouri  river 
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points  in  connection  with  the  Chicago,  8t.  Paul  &  Kansas 
City,  and  also  in  connection  with  the  Great  Northern.  The 
differentials,  which  are  the  ground  of  complaint  in  this  pro- 
ceeding, were  fixed  by  what  is  known  as  the  "  Bogue  Award," 
which  is  hereinafter  set  forth.  Since  that  award  was  made 
other  lines  of  road  haye  become  engaged  in  carrying  lumber 
to  Missouri  river  points ;  among  these  are  the  Chicago  & 
Kansas  City,  and  the  Atchison,  Topeka  &  8anta  Fe  roads 
from  Chicago. 

3.  As  above  stated,  the  sources  of  supply  of  the  lumber 
carried  by  these  roads  are  the  forests  of  northern  Minne- 
sota, Wisconsin  and  Michigan.  The  Minnesota  timber  is 
manufactured  into  lumber  largely  at  Minneapolis,  and  thence 
transported  to  market ;  the  Michigan  timber  is  manufactured 
into  lumber  in  that  state  and  carried  by  water  to  Milwaukee, 
Chicago  and  other  lake  ports  ;  the  Wisconsin  timber  is  man- 
ufactured extensively  at  Eau  Claire,  Winona,  La  Crosse  and 
Oshkosh.  Eau  Claire  and  La  Crosse  are  in  western  Wiscon- 
sin, the  former  about  75  miles  by  water  from  the  Mississippi 
river,  and  the  latter  on  its  eastern  bank;  Winona  is  in  Min- 
nesota, on  the  western  bank  of  the  Mississippi,  and  Oshkosh 
is  on  Lake  Winnebago  in  eastern  Wisconsin.  Minneapolis 
is  about  100  miles  from  Eau  Claire ;  Winona  about  80  miles, 
and  La  Crosse  about  108  miles.  Eau  Claire  is  situated  at 
the  junction  of  the  Eau  Claire  and  Chippewa  rivers ;  the  Eau 
Claire  is  a  branch  of  the  Chippewa,  and  the  latter  empties 
into  the  Mississippi.  Logs  are  floated  down  the  Eau  Claire 
and  Chippewa  rivers  to  Eau  Claire,  and  thence  on  the  Chip- 
pewa and  Mississippi  rivers  to  Winona  and  La  Crosse,  and 
also  to  Mississippi  river  points  below.  Logs  are  also  floated 
down  the  Black  river  to  La  Crosse  and  other  Mississippi 
river  towns.  A  large  part  of  the  timber  on  the  Eau  Claire 
and  Black  rivers  can  be  floated  with  about  equal  facility 
down  either  stream  and  taken  to  Winona  and  La  Crosse  on 
the  one  hand  or  Eau  Claire  on  the  other.  Eau  Claire, 
Winona,  La  Crosse  and  Oshkosh  are  small  cities,  each  having 
from  18,000  to  20,000  inhabitants,  while  Minneapolis  has 
about  150,000.     These  cities  are  all  natural  lumber  markets ; 
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they  have  large  saw  mills,  and  the  manufacture,  sale  and 
shipment  of  lumber  are  conducted  on  a  large  scale  at  Min- 
neapolis, and  constitute  the  principal  business  of  the  other 
places.  Eau  Claire  and  all  the  cities  of  Wisconsin,  Minne- 
sota and  the  northern  peninsula  of  Michigan,  and  also  Mis- 
sissippi river  points  engaged  in  the  manufacture  and  ship- 
ment of  lumber  to  the  Missouri  river,  may  be  said  to  be  in 
competition  in  this  business,  but  the  most  active  competitors 
of  Eau  Claire  are  Winona  and  La  Crosse.  The  principal 
distributing  points  for  Eau  Claire  lumber  are,  and  for  20  or 
25  years  have  been,  the  Missouri  river  towns,  which  are  also 
the  principal  markets  for  other  shipping  points  both  on  the 
Mississippi  river  and  in  the  interior.  Eau  Claire  seems  to 
be  more  rigidly  confined  than  its  competitors  to  the  Missouri 
river  market.  Since  1884,  when  the  Bogue  award  was  made, 
southern  yellow  pine  from  the  States  of  Georgia,  the  Caro- 
linas,  southern  Missouri,  Arkansas  and  Texas,  has  come  into 
competition  with  the  white  pine  from  Minnesota,  Wisconsin 
and  Michigan.  This  competition  extends  north  to  the  south- 
ern line  of  Minnesota,  and  is  strong  in  Missouri,  Kansas, 
Nebraska  and  Iowa.  The  natural  tendency  of  this  competi- 
tion is  to  reduce  the  price  of  the  northern  pine,  and  in  that 
way  affect  transportation  rates  on  the  latter,  but  it  does  not 
appear  to  have  an  appreciable  effect  on  the  relation  of  rates 
on  lumber  between  Eau  Claire  and  its  immediate  compet- 
itors. 

4.  Eau  Claire  is  situated  in  what  is  known  as  the  "  Chip- 
pewa District."  In  this  district  and  in  the  vicinity  of  Eau 
Claire  are  Chippewa  Falls,  Badger's  Mills  and  Porter's  Mills, 
at  which  lumber  is  manufactured  in  large  quantities.  As 
appears  from  the  "  North  Western  Lumberman,"  copies  of 
which  were  introduced  in  evidence,  the  aggregate  cut  of 
lumber  at  the  points  and  in  the  districts  named  therein,  from 
1878  to  1890,  both  inclusive,  is  shown  by  the  following 
table : 
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OUT  OF  LUMBER 


Chippewa  DiBL, 

Black  Hlver 

Minneap-  MlHeiaaippi 

Total  weet 

Tmt. 

InoladingBau   Winona. 

Diet.  Includ- 

oils. 

River. 

of  Cbioaco 

Claire. 

ing  La  CroBee. 

Dietrtot. 

1878. 

1M,U9.000 

180,274,076 

480A»,000 

14)2841'74.000 

1879. 

948,865,000 

149,764,647 

688441.000 

ItSTSaOSjOQD 

1880. 

880,688,000 

196,452,188 

988.0864)00 

8,078,2674100 

1881. 

880,890,917 

284,264,071 

1,168,191408 

8,466316,094 

188S. 

414,994,786 

8144188,166 

1372,2194NHI 

t4)81,flM,198 

1888. 

488,869,606 

96,475,000 

156,418,000 

272,709,822 

1,8804)62,600 

8,184,881,788 

1884. 

4&4,544,7S8 

90,680,550 

187,700,000 

800.794,879 

1414,294,696 

8,448,646,767 

1886, 

873,956,879 

96,700,000 

178,700,000 

818,906466 

1«487389,798 

8,1894)18,977 

1888. 

847,499,815 

1,826,168,808 

8,116.188,187 

1887. 

885,788,661 

1,262,778,448 

84107.700460 

1888. 

814,198,788 

120,000.000 

218,060,561 

mjmjBm. 

1,489,796,477 

8,786<4tS84)48 

1889. 

805,415,848 

119,500,000 

198,885,421 

276,865,648 

1,848,787,412 

8,604487,960 

1890. 

894,682,888 

145,000,000 

248,196,688 

848,678,768 

14e2,9074)Bl 

4,186,180,947 

194  per  cent  887  per  oent 


Feroent'g  of 
increase  fr*m 
1878  to  1884..  .196  per  cent. 

Percentage 
ofinoreaeeor 

decrease  fr*m  18  percent.  60  percent.  80percent.  14  per  cent.  12  per  cent.  20peroent. 
1884  to  1890,      Decrease.     Increase.       Increase.      Increase.    Increase.      Increase. 


5.  The  Omaha  road  was  built  to  Eau  Claire  in  1878  or 
1879,  and  the  Milwaukee  road  about  1882.  Prior  to  the 
building  of  these  roads,  lumber  produced  at  that  place  was 
rafted  and  then  floated  down  the  Chippewa  and  Mississippi 
to  various  towns  on  the  latter  river,  from  which  it  was  dis- 
tributed by  rail  to  market  destinations  mainly  in  the  west. 
These  towns  on  the  Mississippi  have  been  engaged  in  this 
business  since  1850  or  1852.  After  these  roads  were  con- 
structed, Eau  Claire  entered  largely  into  the  business  of 
"piling,  drying  and  manufacturing  lumber"  and  shipping 
the  same  to  market  by  rail.  About  half  the  cut  at  Eau  Claire 
in  1890  was  shipped  in  this  way,  and  the  other  half  was 
rafted  to  Mississippi  river  towns ;  and  it  is  estimated  that  80 
per  cent,  of  the  lumber  rafted  to  points  below  Winona  comes 
from  the  Chippewa  river.  Eau  Claire  appears  to  be  well 
adapted  by  location  and  in  other  respects  for  the  manufac- 
ture and  sale  of  lumber.  It  has  a  natural  booming  ground 
or  place  for  the  safe  storage  of  logs,  cheap  transportation 
from  the  stump  to  the  mills,  proximity  to  the  timber  and 
locations  suitable  for  mills  and  yards.  Being  situated  nearer 
the  pine  forests,  the  sources  of  timber  supply,  and  at  the 


276  INTERSTATE  GOMMEBGE  COMMISSION  BEPOBTS. 

confluence  of  two  rivers  which  penetrate  those  forests — the 
Eau  Claire  and  Chippewa — it  appears  to  have  natural  advan- 
tages over  its  neighboring  competitors.  Logs  for  Eau  Claire 
mills  are  subject  to  a  boomage  charge  at  that  place  for  50 
cents  per  thousand  feet,  and  they  also  have  to  be  separated 
from  the  mass  of  logs  intended  for  Mississippi  river  towns. 
Chippewa  river  logs  for  those  towns  are  driven  at  a  nominal 
cost  via  Eau  Claire  to  the  Beef  Slough  Boom  where  that 
river  empties  into  the  Mississippi.  These  logs  are  subject 
to  a  boomage  charge  at  Beef  Slough  of  50  cents  per  thousand 
feet,  but  are  not  subject  to  snch  charge  at  Eau  Claire.  In 
order  to  float  logs  on  the  Mississippi  to  lumber  points  on 
the  river,  it  is  necessary  to  bind  them  together  in  rafts,  but 
this  expense  is  not  incurred  in  floating  logs  to  Eau  Claire, 
These  rafts  have  to  be  towed  from  Beef  Slough  to  pointa 
below,  and  this  occasions  an  additional  expense.  The  weight  of 
evidence  is  to  the  eff'ect  that  it  costs  from  40  cents  to  75  cent» 
more  per  thousand  feet  to  transport  logs  to  Winona  than  to 
Eau  Claire.  The  cost  of  towage  from  Beef  Slough  to  Winona 
is  about  12  cents  per  thousand  feet ;  to  Bock  Island,  Daven- 
port, Muscatine  and  Moline,  about  $1.23 ;  and  to  Hannibal, 
about  $1.95.  There  is  no  evidence  as  to  the  cost  of  towage 
to  other  lumber  towns  on  the  Mississippi.  Besides  the  Chip- 
pewa and  Black  rivers,  logs  also  come  down  the  St.  Croix 
river  to  the  Mississippi.  Kafting  is  not  necessary  in  bring- 
ing logs  down  the  Black  river  to  La  Crosse.  Logs  are  not 
damaged  in  being  transported  by  water  in  rafts,  but  sawed 
lumber  is  injured  by  the  boring  which  is  necessary  in  form- 
ing it  into  rafts,  and  also  by  discoloration  from  water.  After 
lumber  is  in  the  raft,  the  cost  of  its  transportation  by  water 
down  the  Mississippi  is  less  than  for  the  same  distance  by 
rail ;  but,  including  the  rafting  and  preceding  expenses,  the 
testimony  is  to  the  effect  that  lumber  can  be  shipped  from  Eau 
Claire  by  rail  direct  to  Missouri  river  markets  at  as  little,  if 
not  less,  cost  than  it  can  be  floated  to  Mississippi  river  points 
and  thence  transported  by  rail  to  those  markets.  The  railway 
companies  whose  lines  run  from  Chicago  across  the  Missis- 
sippi to  the  Missouri  river  territory  naturally  desire  that 
lumber  be  carried  by  water  down  the  Mississippi  to  shipping 
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points  on  that  river,  and  be  thence  shipped  over  their  roads 
to  the  Missouri  river  markets.  The  Omaha  road  is  also  inter- 
ested in  maintaining  high  lumber  rates  at  Eau  Claire,  because 
of  an  agreement  between  that  road  and  the  purchasers  of  its 
timber  lands  in  northwestern  Wisconsin,  by  which  those  pur- 
<shasers  bound  themselves  to  ship  over  its  line  the  timber 
from  such  lands  (which  is  further  from  the  Missouri  river 
.markets  than  Eau  Claire  timber),  on  condition  of  receiving 
the  same  rates  as  might  be  charged  by  that  road  on  such 
shipments  from  Eau  Claire. 

6.  The  rates  from  Eau  Claire  and  the  other  shipping  points 
to  the  Missouri  river  markets  are  based  on  the  rate  from  Chi- 
cago, being  certain  differentials  over  or  under  that  rate,  and 
the  same  rate  is  made  from  any  one  of  the  shipping  points 
to  all  the  Missouri  river  markets,  although  the  distances  to 
the  latter  vary  materially.  The  rate  from  Eau  Claire  seems 
to  have  been  originally  2  cents  per  hundred  pounds  above 
the  rate  from  Chicago,  but  there  is  no  evidence  of  any  con- 
siderable shipments  at  that  figure,  and  it  does  not  appear  to 
have  become  a  permanent  and  established  rate.  Prior  to 
April,  1883,  but  little  lumber  was  shipped  by  rail  from  La 
Crosse  and  Winona,  and  no  regular  lumber  rate  from  those 
towns  was  in  force  until  that  date,  when  the  rate  from  Chi- 
cago to  Kansas  City  and  Omaha  appears  to  have  been  15 
cents,  from  La  Crosse  and  Winona  15  cents,  and  from  Eau 
Claire  17  cents.  In  March,  1884,  there  was  a  rate  of  15 
cents  from  La  Crosse  and  Winona  to  Kansas  City,  and  of  20 
cents  from  Eau  Claire  to  that  point,  but  how  long  it  con- 
tinued does  not  clearly  appear.  The  Eau  Claire  rate  seems 
to  have  remained  nominally  at  2  cents  above  the  Chicago  rate 
until  a  period  just  prior  to  the  Bogue  award,  when  it  was 
.advanced  to  4  cents  above  the  Chicago  rate.  This  2  cent 
differential  appears  to  have  occasioned  much  dissatisfaction, 
for  while  it  existed  there  were  frequent  fluctuations  and  gen- 
eral instability  in  the  lumber  rates.  The  situation  at  that 
time  was  described  by  some  of  the  witnesses  as  a  "rate  war." 

In  the  early  history  of  the  lumber  industry  in  this  terri- 
tory the   principal  points  of  competition  were  Chicago  on 
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the  ond  hand,  and  St.  Louis,  Hannibal  and  Louisiana  on  the 
other.  Chicago  received  its  lumber  from  Michigan  by  way 
of  the  lake,  and  the  other  towns  receiyed  theirs  by  way  of 
the  Mississippi.  As  railroads  were  built  from  time  to  time 
into  the  northern  pineries,  and  numerous  towns  engaged  in 
the  manufacture  of  lumber,  the  conflict  of  rates  increased 
and  much  uncertainty  and  demoralization  resulted.  After 
several  tmsuccessful  attempts  to  adjust  these  differences,  the 
railway  companies  finally  submitted  the  matter  to  Mr.  George 
M.  Bogue,  under  an  agreement  between  them  to  abide  by  his 
arbitration.  The  decision  rendered  by  him,  known  as  the 
"  Bogue  Award,"  was  made  May  26, 1884,  and  is  as  follows : 

**AWABD    OF    THB    AbBITBATOB    AS    TO    THB    DlFFEBBNTIALS  WmOH    SHALL 
GOYBBN  ON  LUMBEB  TO    MiSSOUBI    RlYEB  PoiNTS. 

''  Chicago,  May  10, 1884. 
**  J.  W.  MiDGLEY,  Esq.,  Chairman,  etc.,  Chicago, 

**  Dear  Sir :  The  question  as  to  what  difference  shall  govern  in  rates 
from  the  several  shipping  points  on  or  east  of  the  Mississippi  river  on  lum- 
ber  destined  to  Missouri  river  points,  referred  to  me  for  arbitration,  has  had 
my  careful  consideration.  Ail  the  lines  in  interest  had  opportunity  to  pre* 
sent  arguments  to  me,  and  nearly  all  of  them  availed  themselves  of  th^ 
privilege,  but  a  few  preferred,  apparently,  to  leave  the  question  in  my  hands. 
The  arguments  submitted  are  very  full,  covering,  I  think,  every  question 
that  can  possibly  arise  in  the  consideration  of  the  subject ;  and  it  is  not 
strange  that  arguments  prepared  from  so  many  different  standpoints  present 
many  conflicting  statements.  Nearly  all  the  lines  appear  before  me  in  the 
light  of  special  pleaders,  each  representative  seeming  to  think  that  the 
interest  of  his  line  is  paramount  to  all  others.  I  have,  however,  very  care> 
fully  examined  the  different  items  of  cost,  as  submitted  in  the  different  argu- 
ments ;  have  visited  the  large  manufacturing  points  on  the  Chippewa  river  ; 
interviewed  many  of  the  lumber  manufacturers;  have  visited  several  of  the 
Mississippi  riv^r  points,  and  in  fact,  have  taken  every  precaution  to  fully 
inform  myself  of  the  subject,  so  that  I  might  be  able  to  survey  the  situation 
from  all  sides,  firmly  believing  that  no  decision  which  is  not  tolerably  equit» 
able  will  be  strictly  observed  or  long  respected. 

'*  I  am  impressed  with  the  idea  that,  instead  of  this  question  being  settled^ 
on  the  basis  of  the  cost  of  lumber,  the  question  at  issue  is :  What  rate  will 
enable  each  line  party  to  this  arbitration  to  place  its  fair  proportion  of 
lumber  in  the  territory  under  consideration?  For  it  is  fair  to  assume  that 
no  road  will  see  its  principal  lumber  points  dismantled  and  dried  up  till  all 
efforts  to  retain  their  prominence  have  been  exhausted ;  and,  meantime,  in 
the  effort  to  do  this,  a  great  deal  of  money  will  be  wasted.  It  is  no  doubt 
true  that  the  roads  reaching  Chicago— which  is  the  largest  primary  grain 
^d  stock  receiving  point  in  the  world— can  in  their  return  make  rates  on 
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lumber  without  loss,  which  would  net  a  loss  if  applied  to  the  roads  reaching 
the  pineries  direct;  and  it  is  doubtless  true,  also,  that  the  actual  cost  of  the 
haul  from  Chicago  does  not  greatly  exceed  the  shorter  haul  from  the  Missis- 
sippi river ;  and  so  long  as  this  is  the  case,  it  is  natural  to  expect  that  the 
Chicago  roads  will  support  the  Chicago  market. 

*'  This  theory  must  not,  however,  be  carried  to  the  extreme,  for  if  trans- 
portation  costs  anything,  it  certainly  costs  something  for  the  haul  from  Chi- 
cago to  the  Mississippi  river ;  and  it  Is  neither  just  nor  politic  for  any  road 
to  claim  that  the  rate  from  the  Mississippi  river  should  be  as  much  or  more 
than  the  Chicago  rate,  whatever  may  be  the  cost  or  the  price  at  the  two 
martlets. 

''  While,  therefore,  it  seems  easily  apparent  that  limiber  can  be  sold  at 
the  Mississippi  river  at  as  low,  or  lower,  prices  than  at  Chicago,  it  cannot 
be  safely  argued  that  the  same  rate  should  be  made  for  so  much  greater 
distance. 

''  After  a  most  careful  investigation  of  the  subject  in  all  its  bearings,  and 
with  a  keen  appreciation  of  the  delicate  and  difficult  duty  confided  to  me,  I 
shall  make  the  following  award : 

FROM — 

St.  Louis 6^  cts.  per  cwt.  lees  than  Chicago 

Louisiana,  Hannibal  and  Quincy 5J  **  **  **  ** 

Keokuk  to  Burlington  inclusive 4^  **  "  "  *• 

Rock  Island,  Moline,  Davenport  and  Mus- 
catine  84  ••  **  **  ** 

Fulton,  Clinton,  Lyons,  Sabula,  Comanche 

and  Dubuque ; 2  **  "  **  ** 

McGregor  and  Prairie  du  Chlen 1  **  **  "  *• 

La  Crosse  and  Winona 1  **  *•  above  '* 

Minneapolis  and  St.  Paul 2  **  **  *«  ** 

Stillwater 4  .**  **  *•  *• 

Menominle  (Wis.)»  Eau  Claire  and  Chip- 
pewa Falls ^  '*  ««  **  ** 

Wausua,  Steven's  Point,  Centralia,  Mer- 
rill, Grand  Rapids  and  territory  in 

that  district,  or  central  Wisconsin 7  **  •*  **  ** 

Necedah 7  "  **  **  ** 

Merillan 6i  **  *•  **  ♦* 

Oshkosh 54  **  **  **  ** 

Foiul  du  Lac 5J  **  «*  **  ** 

Menominee  and  Marinette,  Mich 7  **  **  •*  *• 

Fort  Howard  and  Green  Bay 6  '*  **  "  ** 

Oconto 6J  •'  **  **  ** 

Muskegon,    Ferrysburg,     Grand    Haven, 

Grand  Rapids,  and  Allegan,  Mich 6i  *•  **  **  ** 

"  All  of  which  is  respectfully  submitted. 

••George  M.  Booue,  Arbitratar,^^ 

7.  To  show  the  construction  placed  upon  this  award  by 
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railroad  authorities  and  their  understanding  of  the  principle 
upon  which  it  was  based,  we  make  the  following  extracts 
from  the  testimony.  A.  C.  Bird,  traffic  manager  of  the 
"Milwaukee"  road,  stated  that  "the  acknowledged  principle 
of  the  award  was  that  each  coDcipany  was  entitled  to  all  the 
lumber  it  could  carry  at  reasonable  rates — that  is,  rates  that 
were  relatively  fair  as  between  the  railroads^  and  to  put  all,  the 
manufacturers  on  any  one  road  on  a  fair  equality  with  the 
manufacturers  on  another  road,  to  the  end  that  each  road 
might  thereby  receive  the  benefit  of  its  manufacturing  indus- 
tries;'* and,  again,  that  "primarily  the  object  of  the  Bogue 
award  was  to  place  each  line  in  a  position  to  carry  its  fair 
share  of  the  Missouri  river  lumber,  and  further,  to  place 
each  manufacturing  locality  upon  an  even  footing  with  its 
competitors.  ...  7/  Eau  Claire  could  produce  lumber 
cheaper  than  Winona  or  La  Crosse,  then  the  latter  points  were 
to  have  a  lower  rate  so  as  to  enable  them  to  competed 

This  award  appears  to  have  been  observed  by  the  defend- 
ant roads  since  its  date,  May  26,  1884,  except  that  from 
February  8  to  June  20,  1888,  the  Milwaukee  road  had  a  4 
cent  differential  in  force  on  shipments  from  Eau  Claire. 
There  have  also  been  from  time  to  time  slight  changes  in  the 
differentials  at  the  lower  Mississippi  river  points.  As  soon 
as  the  4  cent  differential  was  put  in  force  at  Eau  Claire,  rates 
were  reduced  in  the  same  proportion  at  Chicago,  Muscatine, 
Bock  Island,  Davenport,  Louisiana,  St.  Louis  and  Minne- 
apolis. Upon  this  action  by  the  other  roads,  the  Milwaukee 
road  restored  the  6^  cent  differential.  It  is  plain  that  it  the 
rate  from  Eau  Claire  should  be  reduced,  a  corresponding 
reduction  could  be  made  by  the  roads  leading  from  other 
lumber  producing  and  shipping  points  which  would  restore 
the  present  relation  of  rates  between  Eau  Claire  and  such 
other  points. 

8.  At  the  time  the  complaint  was  filed,  July  7,  1890,  the 
Chicago  rate  to  Missouri  river  points  was  10  cents  per  hun- 
dred pounds.     It  has  since  been  advanced  to  15  cents. 

The  following  table  shows  the  rates  from  the  towns  named 
therein  to  Missouri  river  points,  with  the  "  Bogue  differen- 
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tials "  applied  to  the  rates  from  Chicago  of  10  and  15  cents, 
respectiyely ;  also  the  present  rates  as  announced  by  the 
tariffs  of  the  Western  Freight  Association  : 

Present  rates 

Rates  under  Bogue    as  per  tariffs  of 

differentials.  Western  Frt. 

Association. 

Cents.  Cents.  Cents. 

Chicago 10  15  15 

Milwaukee 10  15  15 

Minneapolis 12  17  17 

Eau  Claire 16J  2U  21i 

Winona 11  16  16 

La  Crosse 11  16  16 

Oshkosh 15J  20*  20* 

Clinton 8  13  Uj 

Fulton 8  13  l4 

Lyons 8  13  14} 

Moline (5*  lU  13 

Rock  Island Cj  111  18 

Davenport 6}  111  13 

Muscatine Oj  111  13 

Quincy 4l  9}  10} 

Burlington 5}  lOl  111 

Keokuk 51  lol  11} 

Hannibal 4}  9*  lOJ 

Louisiana 4}  9}  lOj 

St.  Louis 3l  8l  8 


While  these  rates  are  based  on  the  Chicago  rate,  it  appears 
that  the  building  of  large  saw  mills  at  other  points,  and  the 
extension  of  railways  into  the  timber  regions  of  the  north- 
west, have,  to  a  large  extent,  withdrawn  from  Chicago  the 
business  of  supplying  lumber  to  western  markets.  Chicago, 
however,  docs  as  large  a  business  as  heretofore  in  supplying 
its  local  demand  and  in  shipping  east.  Lumber  from  Osh- 
kosh is  also  shipped  extensively  through  Chicago  to  the  east ; 
and  it  appears  that  the  western  shipments  from  both  Chicago 
and  Oshkosh  are  mainly  the  surplus  remaining  after  eastern 
markets  have  been  supplied. 

9.  A  carload  of  lumber  is  about  15,000  ft.,  the  weight  of 
which  is  about  35,000  lbs.  The  following  table,  showing  the 
distances  by  short  lines  from  Eau  Claire  and  other  shipping 
points  therein  named  to  Sioux  City,  Council  Bluffs,  St.  Joseph 
and  Kansas  City,  is  believed  to  be  correct : 
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D18TANOB8  BT  Shobt  Links. 


,^  Sioux 

^  City. 

FBOM —  Miles. 

Chicago 517 

Eau  Claire 358 

Winona 828 

lia  Crosse 356 

Minneapolis 263 

Osiikosh 680 

Clinton,) 

Fulton,  > 882 

Lyons.  ) 
Mollne,  ) 

Rock  Island,  V 416 

Davenport,   ) 

Muscatine 896 

§uincy 416 

urlington 856 

Keokuk 848 

Hannibal 416 

Louisiana 441 

St.  Louis 511 


Council 

St. 

yC»j%mM 

Blu£te. 

Joseph. 

City. 

Miles. 

MUes. 

MUes. 

488 

470 

458 

457 

686 

605 

427 

666 

660 

443 

646 

540 

862 

491 

681 

604 

666 

647 

856 


817 


889 


819 


880 


887 


297 

293 

810 

817 

207 

226 

291 

278 

841 

804 

214 

213 

817 

207 

226 

842 

232 

240 

412 

807 

277 

On  the  basis  of  these  distances  and  estimating  a  carload  at  85,000  lb8.> 
the  following  are  the  rates  per  car  per  mile  between  said  points : 


BATB  PBR  OAR  PER  MILS. 


mr.  Sioux 

^  City. 

FROM —  Cents. 

Chicago 10.15 

Eau  Claire 21.01 

Winona 17.07 

La  Crosse 15.73 

Minneapolis 22.62 

Oshkosh 12.37 

Clinton, ) 

Fulton,  > 11.91 

Lyons,    ) 
Mollne,  ) 

Rook  Island,  > 9.67 

Davenport,    ) 

Muscatine 10.16 

Qulncy 7.99 

liurlington 10.35 

Keokuk 10.56 

Hannibal 7.99 

Louisiana 7.53 

St.  Louis 5.82 


Council 

St 

Kansas 

Bluffe. 

Joseph. 

City. 

Cents. 

Cents. 

Cents. 

10.75 

10.90 

11.46 

16.46 

12.84 

12.47 

13.11 

10.07 

10.00 

12.64 

10.25 

10.87 

16.48 

12.11 

11.20 

11.87 

10.96 

11.08 

12.81 


12.70 


11.69 


12.61 


11.97 


11.94 


13.55 

13.78 

12.98 

10.48 

16.06 

14.71 

12.62 

13.46 

10.77 

12.09 

17.17 

17.25 

10.48 

16.06 

14.71 

9.72 

14.33 

13.85 

7.22 

9.69 

10.74 

The  rate  per  ton  per  mile  is  shown  by  the  following  table  : — 
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BAT£  P£R  TON   PER  MILE. 

TO  Sioux  CJouncil 

City.  Blufb. 

FROM —  Cents.  Cents. 

Chicago 0.58  0.61 

Eau  Claire 1.20  0.94 

Winona 0.97  0.74 

La  Crosse 0.90  0.72 

Minneapolis 1.29  0.98 

Oslikosh 0.72  0.67 

Clinton,) 

Fulton,  - 0.68  0.78 

Lyons,  ) 
Moline,  ) 

Rocii  Island,  - 0.56  0.72 

Davenport,    ) 

Muscatine 0.58  0.77 

Quincy 0.45  0.60 

Burlington 0.59  0.72 

Keokuk 0.60  0.69 

Hannibal 0.45  0.59 

Louisiana 0.43  0.55 

St.  Louis 0.38  0.41 


St. 

Kansas 

Joseph. 

City. 

Cents. 

Cents. 

0.62 

0.65 

0.73 

0.71 

0.57 

0.67 

0.58 

0.59 

0.69 

0.64 

0.62 

0.63 

0.67 


0.72 


0.69 


0.68 


0.78 

0.74 

0.91 

0.84 

0.76 

0.61 

0.98 

0.98 

0.91 

0.84 

0.81 

0.79 

0.66 

0.61 

From  these  tables  it  appears  that  the  rates  per  car  per 
mile  and  per  ton  per  mile  are  considerably  greater  from  Eau 
Claire  to  the  four  Missouri  river  points  named  than  from  any 
of  its  immediate  competitors,  except  in  the  instance  of  the 
rates  per  car  per  mile  and  per  ton  per  mile  from  Minneapolis 
to  Sioux  City,  and  that  said  rates  are  also  greater  from  Eau 
Claire  than  from  most  of  the  Mississippi  river  points. 

10.  As  before  stated,  Minneapolis,  Winona  and  La  Crosse 
are  on  the  main  line  of  the  Milwaukee  road  from  Chicago  to 
Minneapolis,  while  Eau  Claire  is  48  miles  distant  from  the 
main  line  on  a  branch  road  from  Wabasha.  On  an  average^ 
there  is  a  train  and  a  half  each  way  per  day  on  this  branch 
road,  which  is  about  one-tenth  of  the  business  of  the  main 
line.  This  branch  road  is  comparatively  level,  with  no  diflS- 
cult  grades,  and  the  cost  of  ** physical  movement'*  of  a  train 
over  it  is  not  greater  than  over  the  main  line.  It  appears, 
however,  that  a  full  train  cannot  always  be  made  up  on  this 
branch  line,  and  hence  engines  employed  there  cannot  always 
be  utilized  to  their  full  capacity.  As  a  general  rule  the 
operating  expenses  per  ton  per  mile  are  greater  on  branch 
than  on  main  lines.  Eau  Claire  is,  however,  on  the  main  line 
of  the  Omaha  road,  and  is  reached  by  the  Wisconsin  Central 
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and  other  roads  hereinbefore  named.  Oshkosh  is  also  on  a 
branch  of  the  Milwaukee  road  about  40  or  50  miles  from  the 
main  line.  It  may  be  stated  as  in  the  nature  of  an  admis- 
sion, that  Mr.  E.  P.  Eipley,  Third  Vice-President  of  the 
Milwaukee  road,  testified  that  he  knew  of  no  "conditions 
that  should  make  the  rate  higher  from  Eau  Claire  than  from 
Oshkosh,  except  that  Eau  Claire  is  nearer  the  lumber  pro- 
ducing territory  and  perhaps  may  be  said  to  be  able  to  pay 
more,"  and  that  "there  are  no  dissimilar  conditions  existing 
at  Winona,  La  Crosse  and  Minneapolis,  as  compared  with 
Eau  Claire  which  would  justify  the  charge  of  a  higher  rate 
per  car  per  mile  on  lumber  from  Eau  Claire  to  the  Missouri 
river  points  than  from  the  points  first  named,  except  that 
they  are  farther  from  the  supply  and  it  costs  more  to  get  the 
logs  there." 

The  general  nile  that  the  cost  is  less  per  ton  per  mile  on 
long  than  on  short  hauls  is  subject  to  exceptions,  and  one  of 
these  is  found  where  the  business  on  the  long  haul  goes 
over  different  divisions  of  a  line,  necessitating  extra  handling 
and  switching.  The  evidence  is  to  the  effect  that  it  costs  less 
per  ton  per  mile  to  haul  freight  from  Burlington,  Moline, 
Bock  Island,  Davenport,  Lyons,  Fulton  and  Clinton  to  Coun- 
cil Bluffs  than  from  Eau  Claire,  notwithstanding  the  shorter 
distances  from  the  former  towns,  but  the  extent  of  this  differ- 
ence in  cost  is  not  stated. 

It  is  shown  that  more  or  less  empty  cars  are  hauled  to 
Eau  Claire,  Winona,  La  Crosse  and  other  shipping  points, 
but  it  does  not  appear  that  the  difference  between  the  num- 
ber ot  such  cars  hauled  to  Eau  Claire  and  to  such  other  towns 
is  sufficient  to  constitute  an  important  factor  in  fixing  their 
relative  rates. 

11.  The  average  weight  of  a  carload  of  lumber  being  about 
35,000  lbs.,  the  total  freight  per  carload  to  Missouri  river 
points,  under  the  Bogue  differentials,  is  about  $75.25  from  Eau 
Claire ;  from  Winona  and  La  Crosse  about  $56.00 ;  from  Min- 
neapolis about  $59.50 ;  from  Chicago  about  $52.50,  and  from 
Oshkosh  about  $71.75 ;  making  the  differences  per  carload 
against  Eau  Claire  in  favor  of  Winona  and  La  Crosse  about 
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$19.25,  in  favor  of  Chicago  about  $22.75,  in  favor  of  Minne- 
apolis about  $15.75,  and  in  favor  of  Oshkosh  about  $3.50. 
As  is  sbown  by  the  table  of  distances  above  given,  the  mile- 
age from  Eau  Claire  is  somewhat  greater  than  from  Winona 
and  La  Crosse. 

Eau  Claire,  Winona  and  La  Crosse  procure  their  lumber 
from  practically  the  same  region  of  country,  but,  as  before 
stated,  Eau  Claire  has  natural  advantages  of  location  over 
the  latter  towns  in  being  nearer  the  sources  of  supply. 
Under  the  system  of  differentials  in  force,  timber  can  be  and 
is  hauled  from  points  three  or  four  miles  west  of  Eau  Claire 
across  the  Eau  Claire  river  to  Black  river,  a  distance  of  seven 
miles,  and  carried  by  the  latter  to  La  Crosbe.  The  differen- 
tials are  important  factors  in  making  up  the  price  lists  on 
lumber  from  the  several  shipping  points,  and  it  is  estimated 
that  the  difference  in  rates  prevailing  at  Eau  Claire,  Winona 
and  La  Crosse  has  practically  depreciated  Eau  Claire  lum- 
ber, as  compared  with  Winona  and  La  Crosse  lumber,  about 
$300,000  each  year  since  the  Bogue  award  went  into  effect. 
It  further  appears  that  since  the  system  of  rates  established 
by  that  award  has  been  in  force  many  mills  in  and  about 
Eau  Claire  have  gone  out  of  business  or  been  moved  to  other 
points ;  its  population  has  decreased  from  about  22,000  to 
18,000 ;  and,  as  shown  by  the  table  heretofore  given,  the  cut 
of  lumber  in  the  district  including  Eau  Claire  has  fallen  off 
from  454,544,723  feet  in  1884,  to  394,622,292  feet  in  1890. 
From  1878,  about  the  time  the  first  railroad  (the  Omaha)  was 
built  to  Eau  Claire,  the  cut  of  lumber  in  the  Eau  Claire  dis- 
trict had  annually  increased  up  to  and  including  1884.  On 
the  other  hand,  the  cut  of  lumber  at  Winona  increased  from 
90,030,550  feet  in  1884  to  145,000,000  feet  in  1890,  and  in  the 
district  including  La  Crosse  it  increased  from  187,700,000 
feet  in  1884  to  243,195,583  feet  in  1890.  There  was  also  an 
increase  at  Minneapolis  and  several  of  the  points  on  the 
Mississippi  river.  Under  the  2  cent  differential  on  shipments 
from  Eau  Claire,  which  prevailed  more  or  less  constantly 
from  about  the  time  the  Milwaukee  road  was  built  to  Eau 
Claire  until  a  short  time  prior  to  the  Bogue  award,  the  lum- 
ber companies  at   Eau    Claire  expended  very  considerable 
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sums  in  chaDging  their  mode  of  business,  from  rafting  and 
floating  their  lumber  down  the  Mississippi  to  piling,  drying 
and  re-manufacturing  it  at  Eau  Claire,  and  shipping  thence 
by  rail.  During  this  period  Eau  Claire  rapidly  increased  in 
population  and  appears  to  have  enjoyed  a  high  degree  of 
prosperity.  After  the  Bogue  award  was  put  in  effect,  the 
shipment  of  lumber  from  Eau  Claire  over  the  Omaha  road 
was  substantially  abandoned.  The  evidence  is  to  the  effect 
that,  under  the  existing  differential,  Eau  Claire  cannot  suc- 
cessfully compete  with  Winona  and  La  Crosse  in  piling  lum- 
ber and  shipping  it  by  rail  to  Missouri  river  markets. 

12.  About  a  year  previous  to  the  commencement  of  the 
present  proceeding,  a  similar  proceeding  was  begun  in  behalf 
of  Eau  Claire,  but  was  subsequently  discontinued  at  the 
request  of  the  traffic  manager  of  the  Milwaukee  road  and 
the  general  freight  agents  of  the  Omaha  and  the  Wisconsin 
Central.  These  railway  officers  substantially  admitted  that 
the  6^  cent  differential  was  too  high,  and  promised  on  the 
withdrawal  of  that  proceeding  to  have  the  Eau  Claire  differ- 
ential lowered  if  they  could  induce  the  other  lumber  roads  to 
agree  to  it.  At  a  meeting  of  railroad  officials  held  for  the 
consideration  of  this  matter,  the  representatives  of  these 
roads  voted  for  a  reduction  of  the  Eau  Claire  rate,  but  the 
proposition  did  not  receive  the  support  of  the  other  roads, 
and  was  defeaied.  Furniture  and  perhaps  some  other  arti- 
cles take  the  same  rate  to  Missouri  river  points  from  Eau 
Claire  as  from  Chicago,  but  it  was  stated  that  this  rate  on 
furniture  was  made  to  encourage  its  manufacture  at  Eau 
Claire.  The  Milwaukee  managers  virtually  say  that  they 
consider  the  Eau  Claire  rate  on  lumber  too  high  and  that 
they  are  willing  to  reduce  it,  but  allege  that  they  are  pre- 
vented from  doing  so  by  carriers  from  other  lumber  produc- 
ing points  interested  in  sustaining  the  Bogue  differential. 
Most  of  the  evidence  was  furnished  by  the  interveners,  and 
no  witness  was  called  by  the  Milwaukee  Company. 

CONCLUSIONS. 

The  case  presented  by  the  complainant  rests  upon  the 
general  averment  that  rates  on  lumber  from  the  city  of  Eau 
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daire  to  certain  specified  points  on  the  Missouri  river  are 
unreasonable  and  oppressive  in  comparison  with  rates  on  the 
same  articles  from  Minneapolis,  Oshkosh,  La  Crosse  and 
Winona.  The  lower  rates  from  Minneapolis  and  Oshkosh 
are  not  made  the  leading  feature  of  this  contention,  the  more 
distinct  and  special  ground  of  complaint  being  the  alleged 
disparity  between  Eau  Claire  and  its  immediate  rivals,  La 
Crosse  and  Winona.  These  three  towns  have  considerable 
similarity  in  location,  industries,  population  and  distance 
from  western  centres  of  distribution,  and  they  are  active 
competitors  with  each  other  in  the  various  lumber  markets 
which  they  seek  to  supply.  So  far  as  has  been  made  to 
appear,  the  west-bound  rates  on  this  commodity  from  La 
Crosse  and  Winona  have  at  all  times  been  the  same ;  but 
since  May,  1884,  when  the  so-called  " Bogue  award"  went 
into  efifect,  the  rate  from  Eau  Claire  has  always  been  greater 
by  five  and  one-half  cents  per  hundred  pounds,  except  for  a 
period  of  about  four  months  in  the  spring  of  1888  when  this 
excess  was  only  three  cents  a  hundred. 

The  first  circumstance  to  arrest  attention  is  the  attitude 
of  the  Chicago,  Milwaukee  &  St.  Paul  road.  This  carrier  is 
the  only  defendant  named  in  the  original  complaint,  and  the 
only  one  against  which  relief  is  now  distinctly  demanded. 
The  great  system  of  railways  operated  by  this  company 
embraces  in  its  mileage  lines  which  connect  each  of  these 
three  towns  with  the  principal  lumber  markets  on  the  Mis- 
souri river,  and  its  alleged  discrimination  against  Eau  Claire 
is  the  essential  grievance  sought  to  be  redressed  in  this  pro- 
ceeding. In  the  answers  filed  by  this  defendant  there  is  no 
denial  that  the  lumber  rate  from  Eau  Claire  is  out  of  pro- 
portion to  the  rate  from  La  Crosse  to  Winona,  nor  is  there 
any  disclosure  of  facts  concerning  the  location  and  business 
of  these  rival  places,  and  its  own  relation  to  them  as  a  com- 
mon carrier,  which  are  claimed  to  justify  this  disparity.  No 
witness  was  produced  upon  the  trial  at  the  direct  instance  of 
this  company,  and  the  argument  of  its  counsel  at  the  final 
hearing  was  mainly  confined  to  a  statement  of  its  position. 
If  this  position  is  correctly  apprehended  by  us,  the  Milwau- 
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kee  road  virtually  concedes  that  the  existing  rates  on  west- 
bound lumber  discriminate  against  Eau  Claire,  and  that  it  is 
entitled  to  lower  charges  on  this  article  as  compared  witk 
the  competing  towns  of  La  Crosse  and  Winona.  This  admis- 
sion is  coupled  with  a  professed  willingness  to  make  a  sub- 
stantial reduction  in  the  Eau  Claire  rate,  provided  other 
defendant  carriers  engaged  in  transportation  of  lumber  to 
Missouri  river  markets,  from  various  producing  points  on 
their  lines,  will  not  make  a  corresponding  reduction  at  those 
places  to  neutralize  the  effect  of  lower  charges  at  Eau  Claire. 
As  evidence  of  its  good  faith  in  taking  this  position,  the  Mil- 
waukee Company  shows  that  the  reduced  rate  which  it  con- 
ceded to  Eau  Claire  in  1888  was  followed  by  equivalent 
reductions  granted  at  once  to  those  other  towns  by  rival  car- 
riers, which  rendered  its  own  action  in  aid  of  Eau  Claire 
wholly  ineffectual,  and  claims  that  it  was  compelled  to  restore 
the  present  differential  rather  than  continue  a  contest  inju- 
rious to  itself  and  of  no  benefit  to  that  community.  In  effect, 
therefore,  this  defendant  acknowledges  that  Eau  Claire  is 
unjustly  treated,  but  alleged  in  extenuation  that  it  is  power- 
less to  afford  relief. 

A  brief  examination  of  the  findings  discloses  the  reasons 
for  this  anomalous  situation.  At  a  number  of  places  on  the 
Mississippi  south  of  La  Crosse  the  manufacture  of  lumber 
is  extensively  carried  on,  the  timber  from  which  it  is  pro- 
duced being  mainly  obtained  along  the  tributary  streams 
north  of  that  point.  Each  of  these  towns  is  connected  with 
the  Missouri  river  by  one  or  more  of  the  defendant  railroads 
other  than  the  Milwaukee.  These  towns  compete  in  the 
same  markets  with  the  lumber  manufacturing  districts  nearer 
the  timber  supply,  and  they  naturally  desire  to  retain  and 
develop  an  industry  in  which  they  are  so  largely  interested. 
The  railroads  extending  westerly  from  those  places  are 
equally  anxious  for  the  traflSc  which  this  industry  supplies^ 
and  they  appear  to  have  some  advantage  over  their  northern 
competitors  in  shorter  distances  and  greater  aggregate  ton- 
nage. Any  reduction,  therefore,  in  the  rate  established  at 
Eau  Claire,  which  would  tend  to  increase  the  output  of  lum- 
ber in  that  locality  at  the  expense   of  lumber  towns  more 
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remote  from  the  forest  sources,  is  deemed  by  those  towns 
and  the  carriers  identified  with  them  inimical  to  their  common 
interests,  and  meets,  almost  as  a  matter  of  course,  their  com- 
bined opposition.  Under  these  circumstances  it  is  obvious 
that  the  lumber  carrying  roads  which  do  not  reach  Eau  Claire 
and  which  are  quite  independent  of  the  Milwaukee  system, 
Aave  it  in  their  power  to  perpetuate  the  inequality  of  which 
that  town  complains  by  making  a  reduction  in  rates  from 
other  points  equal  to  any  reduction  which  the  Milwaukee 
company  may  make  at  Eau  Claire.  This  in  substance  is  the 
excuse  offered  by  the  original  defendant  for  maintaining  rates 
on  lumber  shipments  from  Eau  Claire  which  it  admits  to  be 
relatively  unjust;  and  its  request  that  other  carriers  acting 
under  the  Bogue  award  be  made  parties  to  the  proceeding 
was  an  indirect  invitation  to  them  to  answer  the  accusation 
of  the  complainant. 

So  far  as  the  defense  interposed  by  these  parties  goes  to 
the  merits  of  the  controversy,  it  rests  ultimately  upon  two 
propositions.  One  is,  that,  under  the  schedule  of  rates  fixed 
by  the  Bogue  arbitration,  Eau  Claire  is  now  paying  less  for 
the  transportation  in  question  than  the  lower  Mississippi 
towns,  i?i  proportion  to  their  respective  distances  from  the  covr- 
mon  markets ;  the  other  is,  that  any  interference  with  a  sys- 
tem of  charges  which  numerous  carriers  have  so  long  enforced 
and  to  which  the  lumber  interests  of  so  many  towns  have 
become  adjusted,  would  result  in  a  demoralizing  "rate  war" 
between  these  competing  roads,  and  inflict  injury  upon  other 
localities  much  greater  than  any  advantage  which  might 
accrue  to  Eau  Claire. 

The  first  of  these  positions  is  readily  seen  to  be  untenable. 
The  doctrine  that  transportation  charges  should  be  in  pro- 
portion to  the  distances  between  diflferent  points,  tchere  those 
distances  are  greatly  dissimilar^  has  never  been  advocated  by 
the  railroads  or  recommended  by  the  Commission.  It  may  be 
the  rule  to  which  tariff  construction  will  some  time  approxi- 
mate, but  there  is  no  opportunity  for  its  application  under 
|)resent  conditions.  To  fix  the  rate  for  a  thousand  miles  at 
twice  the  sum  prescribed  for  half  the  distance  would  be  most 
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arbitrary  and  intolerable.  It  does  not  follow,  therefore,  that 
Eau  Claire  should  pay  21^  cents  for  a  haul  of  603  miles  to 
Kansas  City,  because  Keokuk  pays  11^  cents  for  a  haul  of 
213  miles  to  the  same  place.  The  whole  practice  of  rate- 
making  is  opposed  to  the  principle  of  exact  proportion,  and 
even  in  theory  there  is  little  reason  for  its  adoption.  But 
distance,  nevertheless,  is  an  ever-present  element  in  the  prob- 
lem of  rates  and  not  unfrequently  a  controlling  consideration. 
Where  all  the  distances  brought  into  comparison  are  consid- 
erable, and  the  differences  between  them  relatively  small,  we 
should  expect  substantial  similarity  in  the  respective  rates, 
unless  other  modifying  circumstances  justified  a  disparity. 
It  is  doubtless  true  that  the  piesent  adjustment  of  charges 
gives  Eau  Claire  a  rate  per  ton  per  mile  not  greater  than  the 
rate  per  mile  from  some  of  the  shipping  points  on  the  lower 
Mississippi,  but  how  does  that  fact  excuse  inequality  between 
Eau  Claire  and  places  nearer  by,  whose  competition  is  much 
more  active  and  direct?  The  rates  now  in  force  may  be. rela- 
tively just  as  between  Eau  Claire  and  Davenport,  and  yet  seri- 
ously unequal  as  between  Eau  Claire  and  Winona.  Every 
locality  in  a  producing  region  of  such  wide  extent  as  the  one 
in  question  is  more  or  less  interested  in  the  rates  on  a  com- 
mon commodity  from  all  other  shipping  places  in  that  terri- 
tory, but  at  the  same  time  each  of  them  is  chiefly  concerned 
with  the  rates  from  contiguous  towns  whose  situation  and 
facilities  are  not  greatly  unlike  its  own,  and  which  are  its 
actual  and  constant  rivals  in  the  same  markets.  It  is,  there- 
fore, no  sufficient  answer  to  complainant's  charge  to  show 
that  the  rate  from  Eau  Claire  is  not  proportionally  higher 
tlian  the  rates  from  remote  lumber  towns  in  Missouri  and 
southern  Iowa  which  only  indirectly  and  casually  compete 
with  Eau  Claire;  nor  does  any  suggestion  come  from  the 
intervenors  in  this  case  which  seems  to  counteract  the  force 
of  the  admission  made  by  Mr.  E.  P.  Eipley,  Third  Vice- 
President  of  the  Milwaukee  road,  that  "  there  are  no  dissim- 
ilar conditions  existing  at  Winona,  La  Crosse  and  Minneap- 
olis, as  compared  with  Eau  Claire,  which  would  justify  the 
charge  of  a  higher  rate  per  car  per  mile  on  lumber  from  Eau 
Claire  to  Missouri  river  points  than   from  the  points  first 
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named,  except  that  they  are  farther  from  the  supply,  and  it 
costs  more  to  get  the  logs  there."  This  statement  seems  to 
us  a  confession  of  injustice  to  the  shippers  of  Eau  Claire, 
which  is  neither  explained  nor  excused  by  any  facts  bearing 
legitimately  upon  the  rates  in  question.  The  discrimination 
is  admitted,  and  stands  without  adequate  defense. 

If  rates  from  different  points  of  shipment  to  common  ter- 
minals could  properly  be  fixed  on  the  basis  of  mileage,  there 
would  be  great  persuasiveness  in  the  argument  of  the  learned 
counsel  for  the  Atchison  road,  who  contends  that  the  relief, 
to  which  he  virtually  concedes  Eau  Claire  is  entitled,  can  be 
effectively  secured  only  by  increasing  the  rates  from  La 
Crosse  and  Winona.  But  charges  for  distances  greatly  dis- 
similar cannot  be  adjusted  on  that  principle,  and  it  fui'nishes 
no  practical  rule  for  establishing  rates  from  different  places 
unequally  remote  from  the  same  destination.  It  may  be  that 
the  rates  from  these  northerly  towns  are  generally  too  high 
in  comparison  with  the  rates  from  lower  Mississippi  points, 
but  that  question  is  not  before  us,  and  we  have  no  occasion 
to  consider  it  in  this  proceeding.  The  distinct  issue  now 
presented  is  the  relative  reasonableness  of  the  Eau  Olaire 
rate,  and  that  must  mainly  be  determined  by  comparing  it 
with  the  rates  from  neighboring  towns  similar  in  size,  situa- 
tion and  volume  of  competing  traflSc,  and  at  approximately 
the  same  distance  from  common  markets.  Bearing  in  mind, 
also,  that  since  this  investigation  was  commenced  all  these 
rates  have  been  advanced  by  an  addition  equal  to  fifty  per 
cent,  of  the  rate  upon  which  the  others  are  based,  viz.,  the 
ten -cent  rate  from  Chicago  to  the  Missouri  river,  we  deem  it 
quite  unsuitable  to  attempt  the  correction  of  the  inequality, 
complained  of  by  ordering  a  further  advance  in  the  rates 
from  competing  points  in  the  vicinity  of  Eau  Claire.  For 
this  reason  it  is  unnecessary  to  discuss  the  power  of  the 
Commission,  in  dealing  with  discriminations  between  differ- 
ent localities,  to  require  an  increase  in  rates  deemed  rela- 
tively preferential. 

The  further  general  argument  against  a  reduction  of  the 
Eau  Claire  differential  does  not  persuade  us  that  the  present 
rate  should  be    continued.     This  impression  involves  some 
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consideration  of  the  Bogue  award  as  it  affects  the  town  mak- 
ing this  complaint,  and  the  consequences  to  be  apprehended 
from  lowering  the  lumber  rate  at  that  point.  The  most 
noticeable  fact  in  this  connection  is  that  the  results  appar- 
ently experienced  do  not  accord  with  the  principle  upon 
which  that  award  avowedly  proceeds.  Mr.  Bogue  expressly 
declares  the  question  to  be :  "  What  rate  will  enable  each 
line  party  to  this  arbitration  to  place  its  fair  proportion  of 
lumber  in  the  territory  under  consideration  ?"  This  appears 
to  us  equivalent  to  asking,  "  What  rate  will  enable  each  town 
in  this  territory  to  place  its  fair  proportion  of  lumber  in  the 
common  markets  ?"  For  the  arbitrator  surely  did  not  intend 
to  imply  that  a  "  line "  which,  as  compared  with  some  rival 
road,  gets  its  "  fair  proportion  "  of  lumber  tonnage,  taking  into 
account  the  aggregate  shipments  from  all  the  towns  which 
it  serves,  may  so  discriminate  between  those  tmons  as  to  stim- 
ulate production  at  one  and  prevent  it  at  the  others.  The 
Milwaukee  road,  for  instance,  may  have  a  "  fair  proportion  " 
of  the  lumber  business  under  the  present  schedule,  but  that 
circumstance  furnishes  no  reason  for  favoring  La  Crosse  and 
Winona  at  the  expense  of  Eau  Claire.  It  could  not  have 
been  the  design  of  Mr.  Bogue  to  equalize  this  traffic  between 
the  railroads  without  regard  to  the  interests  of  competing 
localities,  and  his  award  does  not  appear  to  have  been  so 
interpreted  by  the  carriers.  What  he  evidently  intended  was 
that  lumber  should  cost  the  producer  approximately  the  same 
when  delivered  at  destination,  whether  manufactured  at  one 
place  or  another.  Increased  charges  for  transportation  were 
to  offset  advantages  of  location  or  other  natural  facilities  for 
cheap  production.  In  this  way  the  tonnage  was  to  be  fairly 
divided  between  the  roads,  and  the  prosperity  of  all  ^these 
towns  secured  by  enabling  them  to  compete  on  an  even  foot- 
ing in  the  common  markets.  But  the  rate  prescribed  for 
Eau  Claire  hardly  permitted  a  result  consistent  with  this 
theory.  As  it  seems  to  us,  this  town  has  been  placed  at  a 
manifest  disadvantage.  So  far  from  enjoying  equal  oppor- 
tunity with  its  rivals,  it  appears  to  have  been  overweighted 
with  a  differential  which  has  excluded  it,  to  a  great  extent, 
from  the  field  of  competion.     A  number  of  its  establishments 
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have  gone  out  of  business,  its  industrial  deveopment  has 
been  checked  and  its  population  seriously  diminished.  While 
neighboring  towns  have  been  prosperous,  Eau  Claire  has  not 
held  its  own.  These  adverse  consequences  may  not  have 
been  caused  by  the  operation  of  the  Bogue  award,  but  no 
other  explanation  is  suggested.  Obviously,  such  an  outcome 
was  not  designed,  and  the  fact  that  it  has  occurred  indicates 
an  injustice  to  this  locality  which  ought  to  be  corrected. 

We  are  not  to  be  understood  as  indorsing  the  principle 
which  governs  that  award.  On  the  contrary,  we  consider  it 
radically  unsound.  That  rates  should  be  fixed  in  inverse 
proportion  to  the  natural  advantages  of  competing  towns, 
with  the  view  of  equalizing  "  commercial  conditions,"  as  they 
are  sometimes  described,  is  a  proposition  unsupported  by 
law  and  quite  at  variance  with  every  consideration  of  justice. 
Each  community  is  entitled  to  the  benefits  arising  from  its 
location  and  natural  conditions,  and  any  exaction  of  charges 
unreasonable  in  themselves  or  relatively  unjust,  by  which 
those  benefits  are  neutralized  or  impaired,  contravenes  alike 
the  provisions  and  the  policy  of  the  statute.  There  is  no 
occasion  for  enlarging  upon  this  point,  as  it  is  only  incident- 
ally involved  in  the  discussion.  Our  chief  object  in  com- 
menting on  the  Bogue  award  in  this  connection  is  to  draw 
attention  to  the  fact  that  its  declared  purpose,  so  far  as  Eau 
Clairo  is  concerned,  has  not  been  accomplished.  Its  effect 
upon  that  town  has  proved  oppressive.  Even  if  we  could 
accept  the  theory  upon  which  it  is  based,  we  should  still  be 
convinced  that  the  rate  fixed  for  Eau  Claire  was  excessive, 
because  its  operation  has  prevented  that  town,  as  it  seems  to 
us,  from  retaining  its  "  fair  proportion  ' '  of  the  lumber  busi- 
ness. As  no  such  result  was  intended,  the  rate  which  pro- 
duced it  cannot  be  upheld  by  the  rule  adopted. 

This  criticism  of  the  Eau  Claire  diflferential  carries  with  it 
no  general  impeachment  of  Mr.  Bcgue*s  decision.  On  the 
contrary,  his  award  deserves  great  commendation.  It  was 
an  intelligent  and  conscientious  judgment,  and  shows  a  keen 
appreciation  of  the  difficulties  to  be  overcome.  It  is  not 
surprising  that  a  trial  of  eight  years  should  disclose  grounds 
for  complaint  on  the  part  of  one  locality ;  the  real  surprise 
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is  that  a  schedule  of  rates  was  then  devised  which  has  since 
been  observed  by  so  many  roads  and  proved  fairly  accept- 
able to  so  many  communities.  Its  correction  at  this  time  in 
a  single  particular  is  no  discredit  to  its  general  excellence. 

We  are  unable  to  discover  how  other  localities  can  reason- 
ably object  to  a  more  equitable  rate  for  Eau  Claire,  and  our 
belief  is  that  apprehensions  based  on  a  reduction  at  that 
point  are  not  well  founded.  Relatively  lower  charges  may 
enable  Eau  Claire  to  increase  its  lumber  production,  but  that 
this  will  result  in  serious  injury  to  competing  towns  is  an 
unwarranted  assumption.  Remote  places  on  the  lower  Mis- 
sissippi can  scarcely  be  aflfected  by  the  removal  of  inequali- 
ties between  Eau  Claire  and  its  neighboring  rivals,  and  the 
latter  cannot  justly  complain  because  the  former  is  accorded 
a  rate  fairly  proportioned  to  their  own.  The  relative  volume 
of  lumber  shipments  from  La  Crosse  and  Winona  may  be 
somewhat  reduced  by  lower  charges  at  Eau  Claire,  but  any 
such  efifect  will  be  attributable  to  natural  advantages  of  which 
that  town  cannot  justly  be  deprived.  In  short,  we  see  no 
reason  why  justice  to  Eau  Claire  should  work  injustice  to  any 
other  community,  much  less  result  in  the  general  disturbance 
of  an  established  industry. 

Nor  will  any  such  consequences  follow  a  reduction  of  the 
Eau  Claire  differential  as  would  justify  other  carriers  in  low- 
ering their  rates  at  competing  points,  for  the  purpose  of  pre- 
serving the  co-relation  of  rates  created  by  the  Bogue  arbi- 
tration. Undoubtedly  these  roads  have  it  in  their  power  to 
continue  the  present  disparity,  but  we  do  not  anticipate,  and 
certainly  cannot  assume,  that  they  will  resort  to  such  incon- 
siderate and  arbitrary  action  in  order  to  nullify  the  lawful 
order  of  this  Commission.  Even  if  we  believed  otherwise,  it 
would  still  be  our  duty  to  render  a  decision  in  accordance 
with  our  convictions,  and  thus  place  the  responsibility  upon 
them,  if  they  should  attempt  to  defeat  our  ruling. 

A  further  position  was  taken  in  this  proceeding  which  is 
apart  from  the  merits  of  the  principal  issue.  The  roads 
which  were  made  parties  at  the  request  of  the  original  defend- 
ant insist  that  no  case  has  been  made  against  them,  and  that 
the  Commission    has   no  authority  to  include  them  in  any 
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order  based  upon  the  complaint  of  Eau  Claire.  We  are  dis- 
posed to  agree  with  this  contention.  The  sole  complaint  in 
this  case  is  discrimination,  and  Eau  Claire  is  the  sole  com- 
plainant. It  is  not  easy  to  see  how  any  carrier  can  "  dis- 
criminate "  against  a  town  which  it  does  not  reach,  and  in 
whose  carrying  trade  it  does  not  participate.  None  of  the 
roads  so  brought  into  the  case  run  to  Eau  Claire,  or  engage, 
even  indirectly,  in  the  transportation  of  lumber  from  that 
point.  Of  what  oflfense  agahist  that  town  can  they  be  legally 
guilty  ?  It  would  be  quite  absurd  to  charge  a  railroad  with 
giving  preference  or  advantage  to  a  community  which  it  does 
not  serve,  and  it  is  equally  illogical  to  say  that  it  can  preju- 
dice or  discriminate  against  such  a  community.  All  these 
terms  imply  comparison,  and  the  basis  of  comparison  is 
wanting  unless  the  rates  compared  are  made  by  the  same 
carrier.  These  views  are  so  fully  concurred  in  by  counsel  for 
the  respective  parties  that  further  argument  is  unsuitable. 
They  lead  to  the  conclusion  that  no  order  can  properly  be 
made  in  this  proceeding  against  the  roads  which  do  not  run 
to  Eau  Claire.  This  determination  must  also  include  the 
intervening  manufacturers  and  dealers,  who  have  obviously 
no  standing  in  the  case  independent  of  the  lines  which  extend 
from  their  respective  localities.  It  does  not  follow  that  these 
roads  will  be  legally  free  to  reduce  their  rates  at  other  points 
to  correspond  with  any  lower  rate  which  maybe  fixed  for  Eau 
Claire.  They  have  responded  to  the  demand  that  they  should 
defend  the  differential  complained  of,  and  they  have  endeav- 
ored to  justify  it  by  evidence  and  argument.  They  have 
presented  their  case  and  will  be  formally  notified  of  our 
decision.  While  they  are  not  legally  connected  with  the  rate 
claimed  to  be  excessive,  and  not  technically  subject  to  an 
order  for  its  correction,  they  will  have  no  better  right  to  ren- 
der it  ineffectual  than  they  would  have  to  openly  disregard  a 
direction  clearly  within  the  scope  of  our  authority. 

The  attitude  of  the  Omaha  road  is  somewhat  peculiar.  It 
was  not  proceeded  against  originally,  and  the  Milwaukee 
Company  did  not  ask  to  have  it  made  a  defendant.  It  vol- 
untarily sought  an  opportunity  to  oppose  the  comnlainant, 
and  was  made  a  party  on  its  own  application.     After  engag- 
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ing  in  the  litigation  with  considerable  vigor,  it  now  earnestly 
asks  to  be  exempted  from  any  order  reducing  the  Eau  Claire 
differential.  These  circumstences  might  well  justify  us  in 
denying  this  request,  but  we  incline  to  the  opinion  that  it 
should  be  granted.  Measured  by  the  lumber  rates  which  it 
maintains  at  other  places  on  its  line,  the  Omaha  road  cannot 
be  said  to  discriminate  against  Eau  Claire,  nor  is  it  charged 
with  enforcing  rates  at  diflferent  points  which  are  relatively 
unequal.  For  this  reason  much  embarrassment  might  result 
to  that  company  from  an  order  requiring  it  to  reduce  its 
rate  at  the  place  in  question,  and  as  such  an  order  is  not 
demanded  by  the  complainant  or  deemed  necessary  for  the 
relief  which  it  seeks,  we  are  disposed  to  leave  that  carrier 
the  optioji  of  accepting  the  Eau  Claire  rate  prescribed  for 
the  Milwaukee  Company  or  going  out  of  the  Eau  Claire 
business.  No  order,  therefore,  will  be  made  against  the 
Omaha  ^oad  at  this  time,  but  the  case  will  be  held  as  against 
that  company  for  such  direction  as  may  hereafter  seem  to  be 
required. 

These  are  the  general  conclusions  arrived  at  in  this  pro- 
ceeding. The  conflicting  interests  which  we  have  investi- 
gated furnish  material  for  more  extended  comment,  and  the 
discussion  might  be  greatly  prolonged.  Minute  analysis  of 
testimony  has  not  been  attempted  in  this  opinion,  and  many 
suggestions  must  remain  unnoticed.  In  the  view  we  take  of 
the  case  much  of  the  evidence  is  immaterial,  and  enough  has 
been  said  to  indicate  the  principal  reasons  which  have  influ- 
enced our  decision.  We  hold  that  the  lumber  rates  in  ques- 
tion discriminate  against  the  shippers  of  Eau  Claire,  and 
that  such  discrimination  is  unjust  and  unlawful.  The  undue 
prejudice  and  disadvantage  to  which  Eau  Claire  is  thus  sub- 
lected  consists  generally  in  the  lower  relative  rates  accorded 
to  competing  towns,  especially  those  granted  to  La  Crosse 
and  Winona,  and  the  complainant  is  entitled  to  an  order  cor- 
recting the  inequality  between  these  rival  places. 

The  extent  to  which  the  Eau  Claire  diflferential  should  be 
reduced  has  been  the  subject  of  much  deliberation.  We 
have  not  considered  it  as  an  abstract  proposition,  based  on 
mileage  and  cost   of  service,  but   have  endeavored  to  make 
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proper  allowance  for  other  existing  circumstances  and  actual 
conditions.  It  is  our  desire  to  prescribe  a  rate  which  will  be 
reasonably  just  to  Eau  Claire,  and  which  the  Milwaukee  road 
will  be  fairly  satisfied  to  accept.  No  mathematical  rule  has 
been  followed  and  no  particular  theory  applied,  but  that  rate 
has  been  selected  which,  on  the  whole,  best  satisfies  our 
judgment.  To  a  certain  extent  our  determination  is  arbi- 
trary, but  equally  so  is  the  fixing  of  a  rate  in  the  first  instance. 
As  the  injustice  which  Eau  Claire  suflfers  arises  mainly  from 
the  lower  rates  at  La  Cross©  and  Winona,  the  rate  from  the 
former  should  bear  a  fixed  and  permanent  relation  to  the 
rates  from  the  latter,  independent  of  the  Chicago  rate  upon 
which  all  the  others  are  based  under  the  Bogue  arbitration. 
Taking  everything  into  account,  we  think  the  rate  from  Eau 
Claire  should  not  exceed  the  rate  from  La  Crosse  and 
Winona  by  more  than  2  cents  per  hundred  pounds,  when  the 
latter  rate  is  not  over  11  cents  per  hundred ;  and  that  such 
excess  over  the  present  rate  of  16  cents  from  La  Crosse  and 
Winona  should  not  be  greater  than  2^  cents  per  hundred. 
Compared  with  the  16  cent  rate  now  in  force  at  these  com- 
peting towns  the  rate  thus  fixed  for  Eau  Claire  will  be  higher 
by  S8.75  per  car;  and  the  rate  per  car  per  mile  and  per  ton 
per  mile  to  the  several  Missouri  river  markets  will  still  be 
considerably  greater  from  Eau  Claire  than  from  La  Crosse  or 
Winona.  All  things  considered,  however,  we  believe  that  an 
addition  of  2^  cents  to  the  present  rate  from  those  places 
will  not  be  unjust  to  Eau  Claire,  and  that  a  greater  reduction 
in  the  differential  now  in  force  against  that  town  should  not 
at  this  time  be  required.  If  the  operation  of  this  rate  fails 
to  *^ive  equitable  results,  the  complainant  will  not  be  debarred 
from  making  a  further  application  for  relief. 

For  the  ))urposes  of  the  formal  order  in  this  case,  the  six- 
teen cent  rate  from  La  Crosse  and  Winona  will  be  assumed 
to  continue ;  in  case  that  rate  is  materially  reduced,  a  pro- 
portionate reduction  should  be  made  in  the  diflference  or 
excess  hereby  allowed  in  the  rate  from  Eau  Claire. 

The  order  of  the  Commission  is,  that  from  and  after  the 
tenth  day  of  July,  1892,  the  Chicago,  Milwaukee  &  St.  Paul 
Railway  Company  cease  and  desist  from  charging,  collecting 
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or  receiving  for  or  on  account  of  lumber  transported  by  it, 
in  carload  quantities,  from  Eau  Claire,  Wisconsin,  to  the 
various  Missouri  river  points  mentioned  in  this  report,  any 
greater  sum  or  amount  than  two  and  one-half  cents  per  hun- 
dred pounds  more  than  shall  or  may  from  time  to  time  be 
charged,  collected  or  received  by  that  company  for  the  like 
transportation  from  the  towns  of  La  Crosse  and  Winona 
aforesaid. 
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1.  The  continued  reduction  of  relative  rates  when  brought  about  by  the 

removal  of  artificial  and  unnatural  differences  is  not  undesirable,  but 
where  the  difference  results  from  dissimilar  circumstances  and  condi- 
tions,  and  the  true  difficulty  appears  to  be  a  real  and  natural  advantage 
which  the  one  region  has  and  enjoys  over  the  other,  such  continuing 
disturbances  of  rates  ought  not  to  be  inaugurated,  especially  when  the 
charges  are  commodity  rates  not  shown  to  be  unreasonable  in  them- 
selves. 

2.  Salt  requires  and  gets  a  commodity  rate  lower  than  class  rates,  and  the 

roads  should  only  be  limited  as  to  such  lower  rating  by  the  rule  that  a 
commodity  shall  not  be  carried  at  such  unremunerative  rates  as  will 
impose  burdens  upon  other  articles  transported  to  recoup  loss  incurred 
in  carrying  that  commodity. 

3.  On  complaints  of  relatively  unreasonable  and  discriminating  rates  on  salt 

from  Kansas  fields  to  various  points  as  compared  with'  rates  to  the  same 
points  from  the  salt  fields  of  Michigan:  Heldt  That  any  advantages 
which  inure  to  Michigan  salt  manufacturers  from  rates  to  points  in  Iowa, 
Illinois,  Missouri  and  Nebraska  are  advantages  arising  from  natural 
situation,  and  that  the  low  rate  to  Missouri  River  points  is  influenced 
by  conditions  which  are  beyond  the  defendant's  control,  and  existed 
before  Kansas  salt  was  discovered.  Heldj  further^  That  rates  on  salt 
to  points  south  and  southwest  of  Hutchinson,  Kansas,  and  St.  Louis, 
Missouri,  do  constitute  undue  preference  in  favor  of  Michigan  as  against 
Kansas  salt,  and  that  they  should  be  readjusted  by  the  Santa  Fe  com- 
pany so  that,  while  observing  the  law  as  to  the  long  and  short  haul, 
the  advantages  of  distance  belonging  to  Kansas  salt  fields  shall  be 
given  to  them  in  any  territory  supplied  by  its  lines  which  lie  as  near  or 
nearer  to  Hutchinson  than  St.  Louis. 


Swigart^  Martin  <&  Crawford ;  Traber,  Vandeveer  cfe  Mc- 
Neil ;  and  James  Humphreys,  for  complainants. 

Britton  &  Gray,  for  Atchison,  Topeka  &  Santa  Fe,  Chicago, 
Santa  Fe  &  California,  Gulf,  Colorado  &  Santa  Fe,  &nd  St. 
Louis  &  San  Francisco  Railway  Companies. 

John  S.  Blair,  for  Missouri  Pacific  Railway  Company. 

T.  S.  Wright  and  M,  A.  Low,  for  Chicago,  Rock  Island  & 
Pacific  Railway  Company. 

John  M,  Thurston,  for  Union  Pacific  Railway  Company. 

Joy,  Morton  c&  Co.,  Intervenors  protesting  against  the  claim 
of  the  plaintiffs. 
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REPORT  AND  OPINION  OF  THE  COMMISSION. 

McDiLL,  Ccyrnmissioner: 

The  general  complaint  made  by  all  these  plaintiffs  is  thai 
the  several  defendants  give  an  undue  advantage  in  rates  to 
the  manufacturers  of  salt  in  and  about  Saginaw,  Michigan^ 
over  that  enjoyed  by  the  manufacturers  of  salt  at  Hutchin- 
son and  other  salt-producing  points  in  Kansas.  Some  men- 
tion is  also  made  of  New  York  salt  as  being  granted  similar 
and  undue  advantages  over  Kansas  salt. 

Instances  are  given  in  the  complaint,  as  follows : 

Rate  on  Bay  City,  Michigan,  salt  "to  Sfc.  Louis,  Mo.,  cts. 

611  miles,  per  hun4red  pounds 10 

New  York  salt  pays  to  St.  Louis,  Missouri,  806  miles,  per 

hundred 13 

While  Anthony,  Kansas,  salt  pays  to  St.  Louis,  Missouri, 

575  miles .' 23J 

Rate  on  Michigan  salt  from  St.  Louis,  Mo.,  to  Fairbury, 

Neb.,  per  hundred  pounds,  distance  504  miles 15J 

Hutchinson,  Kansas,  to  Fairbury,  Neb.,  247  miles 19 

Hutchinson,  Kansas,  to  Ft.  Madison,  Iowa 23J 

Chicago  to  Kansas  City,  Michigan  salt 15 

Michigan  salt  to  Ft.  Worth,  Tex.,  1,387  miles,  per  hund'd .  43^ 
Kansas  salt  to  Ft.  Worth,  Texas,  427  miles,  per  hundred.  35^ 
Michigan   salt,  from   Ft.  Madison,  Iowa,  to   Ft.  Worth, 

Texas,  826  miles 35^ 

Hutchinson,  Kansas,  salt  to  Clio,  Iowa,  372  miles,  per 

hundred 23 

Chicago  to  Clio,  373  miles,  per  hundred 15 

The  distances  are  set  forth  as  given  in  the  complaint ;  while 
not  in  all  cases  exactly  as  found  from  the  records  in  this 
office,  yet  the  differences  do  not  materially  affect  the  matter 
of  complaint. 

It  is  claimed  that  the  defendants,  by  charging  the  ratea 
above  set  forth  and  by  making  similar  differences  at  other 
points,  are  violating  the  Act  to  regulate  commerce,  and  a 
restraining^  order  is  sought.     The   defendants   say  substan- 
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tially,  while  generally  admitting  the  statements  of  the  plain- 
tiffs as  to  rates,  that  those  lines  which  make  the  rates 
complained  of  are  other  and  different  than  those  named  as 
defendants ;  that  defendants  have  no  voice  or  part  in  making 
the  rates  from  Chicago  to  the  Mississippi  and  Missouri  river 
points,  nor  from  Bay  City  and  the  Michigan  salt  field  to  Chi- 
cago and  St.  Louis.  That  these  rates  were  brought  about  by 
water  competition,  and  other  forces  uncontrollable  by  any  of 
the  carrier  lines,  and  adjusted  and  agreed  upon  long  before 
the  Kansas  salt  fields  were  discovered  and  developed,  and 
that  to  make  the  charges  sought  by  complainants  would  dis- 
turb the  whole  system  of  rates  and  result  in  a  compulsory 
rearrangement  of  all  rates  from  Chicago  and  East  St.  Louis 
westward ;  that  many  independent  lines  extend  from  Chicago 
and  St.  Louis  westward  and  southward,  which  do  not  reach 
the  Kansas  salt  points ;  that  the  requirement  of  the  law  as  to 
long  and  short  haul,  greater  volume  of  business  on  the  east- 
ern portion  of  the  lines  and  greater  number  of  empty  cars 
going  westward,  and  numerous  other  causes  beyond  the  con- 
trol of  the  carriers,  have  operated  to  fix  rates.  Those  rates 
that  are  complained  of  from  Kansas  to  southeastern  Nebraska 
and  other  points  are  said  by  defendants  to  be  reasonable, 
the  service  being  in  a  sparsely  settled  country  and  necessa- 
rily made  by  circuitous  routes  and  over  branch  lines,  and  also 
controlled  by  circumstances  and  conditions  which  are  alto- 
gether dissimilar  to  those  controlling  the  fixing  of  the  Michi- 
gan salt  rates.  That  the  rate  on  salt  is  everywhere  very  low, 
it  being  a  commodity  which  will  not  bear  any  but  very  low 
rates.  The  defendants  ask  that  the  complaints  be  dismissed, 
or  at  least  that,  before  any  order  is  made,  numerous  carriers 
who  will  be  affected  by  the  order  be  made  parties,  and  given 
an  opportunity  to  be  heard  in  reference  to  the  nature  and 
effect  of  the  order  prayed  for. 

By  agreement  of  the  several  parties,  these  cases  were  heard 
together  at  Kansas  City,  Missouri,  June  17,  18  and  19,  1891. 

Upon  the  pleadings  or  written  statements  filed  in  these 
cases,  the  evidence  introduced  at  the  hearing,  and  the  statis- 
tical and  other  information  of  record  in  this  office,  the  follow- 
ing are  found  to  be  the  facts : 
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Finding  op  Facts. 

Salt  is  manufactured  in  great  quantities  in  the  northeastern 
part  of  the  southern  peninsula  of  Michigan.  The  principal 
points  of  that  field  are  Bay  City  and  Saginaw.  Salt  is  also 
manufactured  in  large  quantities  in  the  southern  and  central 
parts  of  Kansas.  Hutchinson,  Kansas,  is  an  important  point 
in  the  Kansas  field,  but  Anthony,  Kingman,  Sterling,  Nicker- 
son  and  Wellington  are  also  prominent  points. 

The  productive  capacity  of  each  field  is  practically  unmeas- 
ured, and  probably  equal  to  any  demand  that  is  likely  to 
exist  for  the  product  in  regions  within  reach  of  either. 

The  cost  of  producing  the  salt  and  putting  it  in  the  barrel 
ready  for  shipment,  including  the  cost  of  the  barrel,  is  esti- 
mated in  the  Kansas  field  at  from  60  to  70  cents.  The  cost 
is  probably  about  five  cents  per  barrel  less  in  the  Michigan 
field.  A  salt  barrel  weighs  about  20  pounds  and  contains 
about  280  pounds  of  salt. 

The  cooperage  materials  from  which  salt  barrels  are  made 
for  use  in  Kansas  come  from  Michigan  and  from  the  vicinity 
of  the  Saginaw  salt  region,  being  brought  by  rail  to  Kansas. 
The  fuel  used  at  the  Kansas  salt  fields  is  slack  coal  brought 
by  rail  from  various  points  in  southeastern  Kansas  and  north- 
western Arkansas.  The  Michigan  salt  manufacturers  get 
their  cooperage  material  from  near  the  salt  plants.  In  some 
instances  they  use  as  fuel  the  slabs  and  refuse  from  saw-mills. 
When  they  use  coal,  they  get  it  principally  from  Cleveland 
and  other  lake  points.  This  coal  costs  more  than  the  slack 
used  at  the  Kansas  plants.  The  Kansas  brine  is  much 
stronger  than  the  Michigan,  and  the  Kansas  wells  are  not  so 
deep.  All  things  considered,  it  would  seem,  there  is  but  lit- 
tle diflference  in  the  cost  of  getting  salt  ready  for  market  at 
tlie  two  points,  the  advantage,  if  any,  being  with  the  Michi- 
igan  salt. 

The  production  and  output  of  salt  in  Michigan,  began  in 

1861 ;  the  amount  that  year  was 125,000  barrels. 

In  1875   1,000,000      " 

In  1890 4,000,000      " 

— and  Michigan  now  produces  a  very  large  portion  of  the 
salt  supply  in  the  United  States, 


« 
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Kansas  salt  production  began  in  1888,  and  for  the  year  end- 
ing March  31,  1891,  it  reached  1,000,000  barrels.  The  area  of 
territory  embraced  in  the  Kansas  salt  fields  is  large,  being 
from  east  to  west  about  75  miles,  and  from  north  to  south 
about  150  miles.  The  quality  of  it  is  good.  Great  quantities 
of  salt  are  produced  in  other  parts  of  the  United  States, 
namely,  in  New  York,  in  the  valley  of  the  Ohio,  in  Louisiana, 
in  Texas,  and  in  Utah. 

The  United  States  annually  consumes  about  12,000,000 
barrels  of  salt. 

Salt  from  Michigan  and  New  York  reaches  St.  Louis  and 
Chicago  at  very  low  rates.  The  St.  Louis  rate  on  Michigan 
salt  exceeds  the  Chicago  rate  in  the  amount  of  3J  cents  per 
hundred,  or  10  cents  per  barrel.  On  New  York  salt  the  rate 
varies  during  the  year,  the  St.  Louis  rate  being  at  all  times 
from  3  to  4  cents  per  hundred  more  than  to  Chicago,  accord- 
ing to  the  season  of  the  year. 

Great  quantities  of  Michigan  and  New  York  salt  are  stored 
at  all  times  at  Chicago  and  St.  Louis  for  distribution  south  to 
Texas  points,  and  west  to  the  country  lying  between  the  Mis- 
sissippi river  and  the  Rocky  Mountains. 

The  average  rate  per  ton  per  mile  on  salt  from  Michigan  to 
points  in  Indiana,  Ohio,  and  Illinois,  and  to  East  St.  Louis, 
is  .50  of  a  cent,  and  the  rate  to  the  same  points  from  New 
York  is  .37 J  of  a  cent. 

A  number  of  lines  reach  Texas  points,  and  the  western 
country,  east  and  west  of  the  Missouri  river,  which  do  not 
reach  the  Kansas  salt  fields. 

The  Chicago,  Rock  Island  &  Pacific  line  extends  from 
Chicago  in  a  southwesterly  direction  to  the  Kansas  salt  fields, 
crossing  the  Mississippi  river  at  Rock  Island  and  Missouri 
river  at  St.  Joseph  and  Kansas  City.  It  also  has  a  line  from 
the  Kansas  salt  region  through  southeastern  Nebraska  ta 
Omaha,  thence  easterly  through  Des  Moines,  Iowa,  to  Chi- 
cago. 

The  Atchison,  Topeka  &  Santa  Fe  road,  runs  from  Chicaga 
to  the  Kansas  salt  fields,  and  also  reaches  points  in  Texas, 
and  on  the  Pacific  coast  and  intermediate  points,  through  its 
leased  and  operated  lines. 
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The  Missouri  Pacific  road  extends  westward  from  St.  Louis 
to  the  Kansas  salt  fields,  and  by  some  of  its  lines  reaches 
Omaha  and  Lincoln,  Nebraska. 

The  St.  Louis  and  San  Francisco  extends  westward  from 
St.  Louis  to  the  Kansas  salt  fields  and  also  southward  into 
Texas. 

The  Union  Pacific  does  not  reach  the  salt  region  but  by 
the  Missouri  Pacific  receives  Kansas  salt  at  McPherson  ^nd 
Kanopolis,  and  carries  to  Omaha  and  other  points  west  of 
the  Missouri  river. 

In  November,  1889,  the  question  of  rates  on  salt  from  Chi- 
cago and  St.  Louis,  and  from  the  Kansas  region,  was  submit- 
ted to  and  settled  by  the  award  of  an  arbitrator  as  follows : 

"On  salt  in  car  loads  from  Chicago  to  all  Missouri  river 
points,  Kansas  City  to  Sioux  City,  inclusive,  per  hundred 
pounds,  15  cents. 

"From  St.  Louis  and  other  Mississippi  river  points  to  Mis- 
souri river  points,  (the  rate  from  Mississippi  river  points  to 
Sioux  City  applying  only  to  points  north  of  Clinton,)  per  one 
hundred  pounds llfcts. 

"From  Hutchinson  and  other  salt  producing  points 
in  Kansas  to  Kansas  City,  Leavenworth,  Atchison, 

and  St.  Joseph ll|cts. 

Nebraska  City 16  cts. 

Omaha 16^cts. 

Sioux  City 18  cts. 

"Omaha  and  Sioux  City  not  to  have  the  rates,  by  routes, 
west  of  the  Nebraska  Division  of  the  Missouri  Pacific. 

"  From  Chicago  and  Mississippi  river  points  to  points  in 
Kansas,  and  Kansas  salt  producing  points  to  points  in  Mis- 
souri, through  rates  are  to  be  made  by  adding  to  the  above 
rates  to  southwestern  Missouri  river  points  respectively  the 
local  rates  from  such  points  to  destination. 

"To  all  points  in  Nebraska  west  of  the  Missouri  river,  rates 
to  be  established  from  Chicago  by  the  lines  running  from 
Chicago,  and  the  same  rates  to  be  made  from  Hutchinson, 
subject  to  the  condition  that  rates  shall  not  be  used  which 
shall  operate  to  reduce  the  Chicago  rate." 
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The  Missouri  Pacific,  and  the  St.  Louis  and  San  Francisco 
roads,  connecting  St.  Louis  with  the  Kansas  salt  fields, 
charge  a  rate  in  excess  of  the  Missouri  river  rate  to  points  as 
far  as  Sedalia  and  Lebanon  respectively  less  than  the  sum  of 
the  locals,  and  to  points  further  east  the  rates  are  made  of  the 
sum  of  the  locals. 

On  account  of  conditions  which  have  heretofore  influenced 
the  rates  to  the  Mississippi  and  Missouri  river  points  and 
points  between,  Kansas  salt  is  excluded  from  all  points  in 
Missouri  and  Iowa  between  the  Mississippi  and  Missouri  riv- 
ers, except  Kansas  City  and  St.  Joseph.  The  same  is  true 
as  to  other  points,  as  to  Michigan  salt,  which  by  the  adjust- 
ment of  rates,  is  practically  excluded  from  St.  Joseph  and 
Kansas  City. 

The  tonnage  east  bound  on  the  defendant  lines  greatly 
exceeds  the  tonnage  west  bound. 

The  amount  of  freight  passing  over  the  Bock  Island 
bridge  for  the  year  ending  March  31,  1891,  east  bound,  was 
23,000,000  pounds ;  west  bound,  1,300  000  pounds. 

The  tariff  sheets  of  the  St.  Louis  &  San  Francisco  road 
reveal  the  following  rates : 

Hutchinson  east  to  Carl  Junction,  distance  225  miles,  11} 
cents. 

Oronogo,  distance  231  miles,  13  cents. 

Pierce  City,  distance  266  miles,  18  cents. 

From  St.  Louis  west  to  Hancock,  distance  140  miles,  the 
rate  is  llf  cents. 

Lebanon,  182  miles,  the  rate  is  13f  cents. 

Springfield,  237  miles,  the  rate  is  15f  cents. 

Pierce  City,  287  miles,  the  rate  is  15f  cents. 

Oronogo,  322  miles,  the  rate  is  15}  cents. 

On  the  Atchison,  Topeka  &  Santa  Fe  line  rates  are  made 

to  Texas  points  as  follows : 

Per  ton  per  mile. 
Hutchinson  to  Fort  Worth,  a  distance  of  427 

miles,  rate  35^ 1.662 

Ft.  Madison  to  Ft.  Worth,  826  miles,  rate  35^  .859 

Chicago  to  Ft.  Worth,  1,065  miles,  rate  41^...  .779 

Bay  City  to  Ft.  Worth,  1,388  miles,  rate  43^...  ,625 
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At  Austin,  distance  from  Hutchinson  669  miles,  the  rate  is 
S&J  cents,  or  1.061  cents  per  ton  per  mile,  while  Michigan 
salt  is  given  a  rate  from  Ft.  Madison  to  Austin,  1,069  miles, 
of  35^  cents,  or  .664  of  a  cent  per  ton  per  mile. 

Eelative  diflferences  of  a  kindred  character  are  found  in 
the  charges  for  transporting  the  product  manufactured  at  the 
two  points  to  Houston,  Galveston,  Laredo,  San  Antonio, 
Nacogdoches  and  San  Angelo,  the  advantage  in  the  rate  per 
ton  per  mile  being  at  all  times  in  favor  of  the  Michigan  salt. 
The  question  raised  is  one  of  relative  rates  and  resulting  dis- 
crimination which  is  claimed  to  be  unjust,  because  it  is  said 
to  bring  about  an  undue  preference  of  the  Michigan  region 
over  the  Kansas  region  both  engaged  in  manufacturing  salt, 
and  to  result  in  prejudice  to  the  Kansas  locality.  The  giving 
of  undue  or  unreasonable  preference  or  advantage  of  any 
particular  locality  over  another,  or  subjecting  any  particular 
locality  to  any  undue  or  unreasonable  prejudice  or  disadvant- 
age as  to  any  other  locality,  is  declared  in  section  three  of  the 
"Act  to  regulate  commerce  "  to  be  unlawful.  The  facts  are 
scarcely  in  dispute.  It  is  practically  conceded  that  salt  trans- 
ported from  Michigan,  south  and  west,  has  more  favorable  rates 
than  salt  transported  from  Hutchinson  and  other  points  in 
Kansas,  north,  south  and  east;  but  defendants  say  that  they 
are  not  responsible  for  the  rates  on  Michigan  salt.  Its  trans- 
portation, they  allege,  is  forced  to  a  very  low  mark  by  causes 
outside  of  any  territory  occupied  by  their  lines,  and  where 
such  forces  are  at  work  as  to  make  a  dominating  necessity 
for  the  maintenance  of  present  low  rates,  which  have  been 
established  (for  a  long  time  acquiesced  in)  and  regarded  as 
absolute  necessities  for  the  work  of  transportation,  in  such 
manner  as  to  secure  the  greatest  good  to  the  greatest  num- 
ber. That  therefore,  the  rates  complained  of  are,  even  if  in 
violation  of  the  law,  not  the  acts  of  these  defendants.  They 
however,  insist  that  the  rates  given  the  Michigan  salt  are 
reasonable,  proper,  and  necessary ;  that  the  conditions  and 
circumstances  of  controlling  force  and  eflfect  are  dissimilar  in 
reference  to  the  two  localities  brought  into  question,  namely, 
the  Michigan  and  the  Kansas  salt  fields,  and  finally,  if  there 
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should  be  found  a  neoessity  for  readjustment  of  rates,  that  it 
can  only  be  done  by  making  parties  to  the  piloceedings  aU 
lines  interested  by  location  and  actual  traffic  operations  in 
the  business  of  either  locality,  with  reference  to  the  salt 
shipped  therefrom,  and  carried  to  market  over  such  carriers* 
lines. 

A  comparison  of  rates  is  invoked  by  these  oompIaintB, 
between  rates  on  salt  manufactured  in  Michigan  and  moting 
south  and  west,  and  rates  on  salt  manufactured  in  Kansas  and 
moving  north  and  east.  The  commodities  shipped,  though 
similar  in  quality,  are  moving  in  a  di£ferent,  not  the  same 
direction. 

From  the  fact  that  in  the  one  case  the  product  moves  south 
and  west  to  market,  and  in  the  other  north  and  east,  it  fol- 
lows that  the  lines  serving  in  part  the  two  localities  run 
through  differently  situated  countries ;  the  one  sparsely  set- 
tled and  not  furnishing  a  very  large  local  trade,  the  other 
more  thickly  settled,  furnishing  a  larger  local  trade  and  a 
greater  volume  of  business.  The  lines  leading  from  the 
Michigan  salt  region,  besides  the  advantages  just  mentioned, 
have  been  forced,  it  is  claimed,  to  make  lower  rates  than 
would  probably  have  been  acquiesced  in  under  other  condi- 
tions, on  account  of  water  competition.  And  these  rates 
were  established  before  the  Kansas  salt  fields  were  discov- 
ered ;  so  that,  it  is  evident,  that  at  the  time  of  their  estabb'sh- 
ment  there  could  have  been  no  intention  to  unduly  prefer  the 
Michigan  salt  region,  as  compared  with  the  Kansas  salt  region. 

Not  only  is  it  claimed  that  water  competition  has  lowered 
rates  for  the  Michigan  salt,  but  that  certain  other  established 
conditions  have  had  the  same  tendency.  These  as  set  forth 
are,  the  great  volume  of  business  moving  west  and  south  from 
Chicago  over  the  lines  carrying  Michigan  salt,  the  heavy  pre- 
ponderance of  east-bound  freight  over  west-bound,  principally 
caused  by  the  large  number  of  stock,  or  cattle  and  grain  cars 
used  in  transporting  live  stock  and  grain  from  western  states 
and  territories  to  Chicago  and  eastern  points,  thus  throwing 
upon  the  lines  terminating  at  Chicago  large  numbers  of 
empty  grain  and  cattle  cars,  which  must  return  as  empties  to 
the  west,  unless  some  product  can  be  loaded  into  these  cars 
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and  transported  west  at  a  rate  slightly  remunerative.  It  is 
evident  that  these  conditions  have  powerfully  aided  the  Mich- 
igan salt  in  obtaining  a  low  rate  on  its  western  and  southern 
haul.  These  dissimilar  circumstances  and  conditions  are 
mentioned  in  section  two  of  the  Act  to  regulate  commerce  as 
matters  to  be  considered.  The  proposition  of  the  law  seems 
to  be  that,  where  the  circumstances  and  conditions  of  two 
localities  are  substantially  similar,  there  shall  be  no  advant-^ 
age  or  preference  given  to  one  which  is  not  also  freely  offered 
to  the  other.  To  give  an  advantage  or  preference,  under 
such  circumstances,  to  one  place  would  be  undue,  or  in  other 
words,  would  be  giving  to  the  favored  locality  an  advantage 
which  did  not  of  right  belong  to  it,  and  producing  an  undue 
prejudice  against  the  other  locality. 

It  was  urged  with  earnestness  by  the  complainants,  that 
the  proof  was  that  a  great  number  of  empty  cars  from  Colo- 
rado and  westward  of  Hutchinson  and  Kansas  salt  points 
were  to  be  found  in  the  region  of  these  points,  which  could 
be  conveniently  and  profitably  loaded  with  salt  and  sent  east- 
ward ;  but,  in  our  judgment,  the  force  of  this  reasoning  is 
broken  by  the  fact  that  Hutchinson  and  the  salt  points  of 
Kansas  are  within  the  grain  belt,  and  the  demand  for  grain 
cars  during  a  considerable  part  of  the  year,  is  greater  than 
the  supply ;  that,  loaded  with  grain,  these  empties  would 
yield  a  profit  on  the  eastward  haul  which  would  be  in  excess 
of  the  profit  on  salt.  To  require  carriers  to  take  an  unremu- 
nerative  commodity,  which  demands  a  rate  lower  than  the 
classes,  in  preference  to  another  article,  which  also  takes  a 
commodity  rate  but  will  yield  a  greater  profit  to  the  carrier 
than  the  carriage  of  the  former  commodity,  might  be  an 
Unjustifiable  requirement,  as  revenues  should  not  be  arbitra- 
rily reduced. 

So  far  as  the  rate  on  Michigan  salt  from  Bay  City  to  Chi- 
cago is  concerned,  it  appears  it  was  originally  charged  33 
cents  per  barrel,  but  this  rate  was  reduced  to  20  cents  per 
barrel  prior  to  the  discovery  and  development  of  the  Kansas 
salt,  and  has  for  a  long  time  been  the  fixed  rate. 

The  ditference  in  charge  for  transportation  of  freight  to 
St.  Louis  over  the  charge  to  Chicago  is  and  seems  to  have 


310  INTERSTATE   COMMERCE  COMMISSION  REPORTS. 

been  for  a  long  time  prior  to  the  discovery  of  the  Kansus 
salt  fixed,  as  claimed  by  the  raUways,  upon  the  following  rule : 
That  St.  Louis  should  have  a  rate  from  the  east  as  much 
greater  than  the  Chicago  rate  as  its  rates  westward,  along 
distributing  lines,  were  less  than  the  Chicago  rates  on  its  dis- 
tributing lines,  thiis  placing,  the  two  cities  upon  an  equality 
as  distributing  centres.  The  Michigan  salt  reaches  the  Mis- 
sissippi river  at  a  rate  apparently  compulsory  in  its  character 
on  the  entire  line  from  the  field  of  production  either  direct 
from  Bay  City  or  via  Chicago.  Forces  beyond  the  control  of 
the  defendants  have  fixed  this  rate,  and  they  must  carry  at 
this  rate  from  Chicago  to  the  Mississippi  river,  or  go  out  of 
the  business.  Other  great  advantages  here  concur  in  favor 
of  the  Michigan  salt  moving  from  Chicago.  These  are,  great 
numbers  of  west-bound  empty  cars,  facilities  for  speedy  load- 
ing of  cars,  and  a  minimum  time  of  idleness  for  the  unloaded 
cattle  cars  coming  in  from  the  west.  Coal  is  cheaper  in  the 
region  of  supply  for  the  eastern  portions  of  the  Bock  Island 
and  Atchison  lines  than  the  western  portions. 

It  cannot  be  urged  that  the  defendants  are  responsible  tor, 
or  that  they  have  arbitrarily  fixed,  the  rate  on  Michigan  salt 
to  either  Chicago  or  St.  Louis. 

Nor  can  any  comparison  of  rates  from  Hutchinson,  Kansas^ 
eastward  to  St.  Louis  with  rates  from  Bay  City  to  Chicago  or 
St.  Louis  be  of  any  advantage,  for  the  conditions  and  circum- 
stances are  not  substantially  similar. 

For  these  reasons,  a  comparison  as  to  relative  rates,  if  of 
any  value,  should  be  as  between  St.  Louis  and  Kansas  City 
on  the  one  hand,  and  Kansas  City  and  Hutchinson,  Kansas^ 
and  the  several  Kansas  salt  points  on  the  other  hand.  The 
distance  from  St.  Louis  to  Kansas  City  is  283  miles.  The 
rate  on  salt  llf  cents. 

The  distance  from  Hutchinson  and  the  salt  points  to  Kan- 
sas City  is  235  miles.  The  rate  on  salt  is  llf  cents.  The 
shortest  rail  line  distances  from  St.  Louis  to  Kansas  City  is 
via  the  Wabash  road,  being  277  miles.  This  road  does  not 
reach  the  Kansas  salt  regions,  nor  is  it  a  party  defendant  in 
this  ease. 

The  roads  leading  from  Chicago  to  Kansas  City  cannot,  as 
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rates  are  now  arranged,  charge  more  than  the  rate  from  St. 
Louis  to  Kansas  City  plus  the  diflference  between  Chicago 
and  St.  Louis,  llf  cents  plus  3J  cents,  or  15  cents,  the  rate 
charged.  If  these  roads  charged  more  than  15  cents,  all  the 
Michigan  salt  would  go  via  St.  Louis,  and  they  would  carry 
none  and  would  lose  the  profit  of  carrying  salt. 

It  is  claimed  by  the  plaintiffs  in  this  case,  that  the  rate 
from  Kansas  salt  points  to  St.  Louis  should  be  15  cents,  and 
that  discrimination  against  Kansas  salt  consists  in  a  rate  of 
23^  cents  to  that  point,  which  was  the  rate  at  the  time  the 
complaint  was  made,  it  now  being  18  cents. 

It  must  be  noted,  however,  that  lines  from  Chicago  reach 
Kansas  City  that  do  not  reach  the  Kansas  salt  fields.  For 
instance,  the  Chicago,  Burlington  &  Quincy  railroad  reaches 
Kansas  City,  the  distance  being  499  miles,  and  by  a  route 
substantially  the  same  it  reaches  St.  Joseph,  Mo.,  the  dis- 
tance being  471  miles,  and  carries  salt  to  this  point  and  oth- 
ers at  a  15-cent  rate,  if  it  carries  at  all,  that  being  the  maxi- 
mum rate  it  is  able  to  charge. 

The  claim  of  the  plaintiffs  to  be  allowed  a  15-cent  rate  to 
St.  Louis,  would,  we  think,  disarrange  and  disturb  relations 
of  rates  to  places  considered  alone  as  to  distance.  If  salt 
were  carried  from  Kansas  salt  points  to  St.  Louis  for  15  cents, 
a  distance  of  512  miles,  while  Michigan  salt  pays  llf  cents 
for  going  from  St.  Louis  to  Kansas  City,  a  distance  of  283 
miles,  it  seems  apparent  that  the  shorter  distance  over  the 
same  line  would  pay  a  greater  rate  relatively  than  the  longer 
distance.  From  St.  Louis  to  Kansas  City  being  283  miles,  if 
it  be  ctonceded  that  11|  cents  is  a  proper  rate  for  that  dis- 
tiiDce,  distance  alone  now  being  considered,  then  the  addi- 
tional 235  miles  from  Hutchinson  to  Kansas  City  should  (dis- 
tance alone  now  being  considered)  pay  for  the  additional  haul 
11 1  more,  or  a  rate  of  23 J  cents,  and  this  was  the  precise  rate 
charged  at  the  time  of  complaint,  now  being  18  cents.  .  If 
the  rate  asked  by  plaintiffs  were  established  and  the  rate  on 
Michigan  salt  were  continued  as  at  present,  namely,  llf  cents 
for  the  283  miles  from  St.  Louis  to  Kansas  City,  a  continu- 
ance of  which  latter  rate  is  contemplated  by  defendants,  then 
at  a  15-cent  rate  for  Kansas  salt  from  Hutchinson  to  St.  Louis 
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there  would  only  be  left  to  pay  for  the  distance  hauled  to 
Kansas  City,  which  is  235  miles,  3J  cents  per  hundred,  or  the 
rate  would  be  less  for  hauling  practically  the  same  distance 
west  of  the  Missouri  river  than  charged  for  the  same  distance 
east  of  the  Missouri  river,  and  this  low  rate  would  be  estab- 
lished, being  low  and  unequal,  on  freight  passing  eastward 
on  a  line  ranning  through  a  sparsely  settled  country,  which 
often  suffers  for  want  of  a  sufficient  number  of  cars  to  carrv 
its  grain  and  other  products  eastward,  and  on  a  line  which 
had  a  great  number  of  empty  cars  moving  westward.  The 
effect  of  such  a  rate  upon  the  lines  which  extend  into  the 
country  west  of  the  Missouri  river  from  Chicago,  but  which 
do  not  reach  the  Kansas  salt  fields,  could  not  be  otherwise 
than  disastrous  and  disturbing. 

Being  forced  either  to  abandon  salt  transportation,  or  to 
meet  the  lowered  salt  rate  from  Kansas,  such  lines  would,  if 
any  appreciable  margin  of  remuneration  were  left  at  the 
lower  rate,  undoubtedly  choose  the  latter  alternative.  This 
would  again  destroy  the  equilibrium  of  rates,  and.  Kansas 
salt  would  be  in  a  position  to  demand  another  reduction, 
which,  if  granted,  would  call  for  another  lowering  of  rates 
from  Chicago  westward  and  so  on  indefinitely.  Now,  while 
this  would  not  be  undesirable,  when  brought  about  by  the 
removal  of  artificial  and  unnatural  differences,  yet  when  the 
difference  is,  as  in  this  case,'  one  resulting  from  dissimilar  cir- 
cumstances and  conditions,  and  when  made  to  operate  on 
commodity  rates,  concerning  which  no  one  has  in  this  case 
shown  that  they  are  unreasonable  or  high  rates,  it  does  not 
appear  to  be  right  to  inaugurate  such  continuing  disturban- 
ces, when  the  real  difficulty  seems  to  be  a  real  and  natural 
advantage  which  the  one  region  has  and  enjoys  over  the 
other. 

Again;  it  is  urged  that  great  discriminations  are  shown  in 
the  rates,  and  they  are  so  arranged  as  to  exclude  western  or 
Kansas  salt  from  a  field  which  otherwise  could  be  reached 
from  Kansas,  and  instances  are  given,  as  follows :  Hutchin- 
son to  Trenton,  Mo.,  335  miles,  rate  20| ;  Chicago  to  Trenton, 
Missouri,  410  miles,  15  cents;  Chicago  to  Clio,  Iowa,  375  miles. 
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15  cents ;  Hutchinson  to  Clio,  Iowa,  378  miles,  23  1-6  cents ; 
and  many  other  instances  might  be  given,  but  the  defendants 
reply  that  such  apparent  anomalies  are  forced  by  the  require- 
ments of  the  Act  to  regulate  commerce  as  to  the  long  and 
shoii;  haul. 

Tiie  maximum  rate  to  the  Missouri  river,  as  we  have  shown, 
is  tixed  by  forces  beyond  the  control  of  the  defendants  at  15 
cents.  Whenever  a  point  is  reached  on  the  lines  leading 
from  Chicago  westward  where  the  rate  made  up  of  locals,  or 
in  any  manner  based  on  distance,  equals  the  tixed  rate  of  15 
cents,  the  additional  miles  hauled  cannot  be  counted  for  the 
purpose  of  increasing  the  rate,  for  the  law  prohibits  the 
greater  rate  for  the  shorter  haul  over  the  same  line  in  the 
same  direction.  It  is  then  apparent,  that  if  any  wrong  is 
done  by  the  differences  complained  of,  it  must  be  found  in 
the  rate  from  Hutchinson  east.  As  we  have  already  seen  the 
rate  in  this  direction,  being  uncontrolled  by  any  such  forces 
as  act  upon  the  westward  movement  from  Chicago  to  the 
Missouri  river,  may  be  considered  as  the  basis  of  an  inquiry, 
whether  the  rate  charged  is  reasonable  and  just  under  all 
the  circumstances. 

The  following  table  shows  the  rate  per  ton  per  mile  from 
Hutchinson  to  the  several  points  named  : 

To  Trenton,  Mo 01233 

To  Marysville,  Mo 01352 

To  Clio,  Iowa 01224 

Michigan  salt  reaches  these  points  under  circumstances,  as 
we  have  before  shown,  advantageous  to  it,  and  compulsory 
upon  the  carriers. 

AV^e  tluuefore  feel  compelled  to  conclude,  that  any  advan- 
tages which  would  seem  to  inure  to  Michigan  salt  over  Kan- 
sas salt,  are  advantages  arising  from  situation,  and  not  advan- 
tages unduly  given  by  the  defendant. 

Complaint  is  made  against  the  Union  Pacific  and  Missouri 
Pacific  with  regard  to  rates  on  Kansas  salt  into  Nebraska,  as 
compared  with  Michigan  salt  rates.  To  understand  this  sit- 
uation, it  must  be  remembered  that  the  difference  in  favor  of 
St.  Louis  operates,  in  this  field  also,  in  favor  of  Michigan  salt. 
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Those  lines  carrying  directly  west  from  Chicago,  which  do 
not  reach  the  Kansas  salt  fields,  are  compelled  either  to  cany 
salt  at  a  very  low  rate  to  Nebraska,  or  go  out  of  the  business. 

The  Missouri  Pacific  reaches  Omaha  by  a  circuitous  route 
through  Beatrice  and  Lincoln,  and  the  Omaha  rate  on  Kan- 
sas salt  is,  as  shown  by  the  evidence,  15  cents. 

But  the  Union  Pacific  and  the  Missouri  Pacific  carry  to 
Fairbury,  Neb.,  as  follows : 

By  the  Missouri  Pacific 55  miles  to  Kanopolis. 

By  the  Union  Pacific 99  miles  to  Manhattan. 

Branch  of  the  Union  Pacific.  56  miles  to  Marysville. 
Branch  of  the  Union  Pacific .  40  miles  to  Fairbury,  Neb. 

Total  distance 250  miles. 

The  rate  by  this  route  on  Kansas  salt,  is  19  cents  per  hun- 
dred pounds.  This  is  a  special  rate  and  groups  both  points 
of  shipment  and  destination  and  is  not  made  up  of  the  sum 
of  the  locals.  The  rate  to  several  points  in  Nebraska,  with 
distance  from  Kansas  salt  field  is  given. 

Bate  on  salt  in  barrels  from  Hutchinson,   Kingman  and 

Anthony,  Kansas. 

Distance  from  Hutchinson      Rate 
To  via  via  per  100 

Kanopolis.  McPherson.    pounds. 

Fairbury,  Neb 'A50  226  19 

McCool  Junction,  Neb 301  277  19 

Hastings,  Neb 324  300  22 

Grand  Island,  Neb 349  325  22 

Tobias,  Fairmount,  Osceola,  David  City,  also  have  a  19 
cent  rate. 

The  mileage  rate  on  the  above  combination  route  of  Mis- 
souri Pacific  and  Union  Pacific  would  be 

Hutchinson  to  Kanopolis llf 

Kanopolis  to  Fairbury,  Neb 24 

35| 

The  rate  given  to  Fairbury  is  16|  cents  below  the  sum  of 
the  locals,  and  is  an  evident  concession  to  Kansas  salt ;  and, 
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in  every  specific  instance  called  to  our  attention,  the  rate 
made  is  the  equal  of  the  Chicago  rate  to  the  same  point.  But 
in  every  such  case  St.  Louis  has  a  rate  3^  cents  per  hundred 
better.  Complainants  wish  to  have  a  rate  to  Nebraska  points 
6  cents  less  than  Chicago  and  If  cents  less  than  St.  Louis. 
If  this  were  done,  or  a  rate  less  than  the  Chicago  rate  given^ 
those  roads  extending  from  Chicago  into  Missouri  and 
Nebraska,  but  not  reaching  the  Kansas  salt  fields,  would  be 
compelled  either  to  go  out  of  the  business  of  carrying  salt,  or 
to  lower  the  rate  from  Chicago,  which  would  involye  a  com* 
plete  readjustment  of  rates  on  salt,  both  east  and  west  bounds 
after  every  such  reduction. 

But  even  such  results  might  afford  no  reason  why  an 
unreasonably  high  rate  should  not  be  reduced.  Yet  upon 
consideration,  we  are  not  able  to  declare  that  the  rates  on 
Kansas  salt  to  Nebraska  points  are  unreasonably  high.  The 
evidence  shows  that  the  cost  of  the  haul  from  Hutchinson  to 
St.  Louis  is  about  5.2  mills  per  ton,  and  that  15  cents  to  St. 
Louis  would  be  the  cost  without  any  appreciable  margin  of 
profit,  and  that  if  east  bound  cars  during  the  season  of  grain 
shipments  were  diverted  from  grain  to  salt  transportation,  it 
would  bring  about  serious  financial  loss  to  the  grain  carry-> 
ing  roads.  Salt  is  an  article  which  requires  and  gets  a  com- 
modity rate  lower  than  class  rates,  and  the  general  rule  appli- 
cable thereto  would  seem  properly  to  be  that,  if  it  has  been 
placed  at  commodity  or  lower  than  class  rates,  tiie  only  lim- 
itation upon  the  roads  should  \)e  that  the  commodity  should 
not  be  carried  at  entirely  unremunerative  rates,  so  as  to 
impose  burdens  upon  other  articles  of  transportation  to 
recoup  loss  incurred  in  carrying  the  commodity. 

When  we  come  to  a  consideration  of  the  evidence  as  to 
the  rates  on  salt  from  Michigan  to  Texas,  as  compared  with 
Kansas  salt  shipped  to  the  same  points,  we  find  rates  that 
we  cannot  approve.  The  Atchison,  Topeka&  Santa  Fe  road 
has  a  line  running  from  Hutchinson  in  the  Kansas  salt  fields 
to  points  in  Texas.  This  line  extends  from  Hutchinson  in  a 
general  southerly  direction. 

The  salt  fields  of  Kansas  lie  nearer  to  some  points  in  Texaa 
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than  does  St.  Louis,  tlie  distributing  point  in  question  lor  Mich- 
igan salt  going  south.  The  limitations  and  conditions  which  are 
brought  forward  as  tending  to  control  the  rates  on  salt  mov- 
ing westerly  from  Chicago,  do  not  control  the  movement  of 
Hutchinson  salt  southerly  along  the  line  to  Texas  points. 

The  Gulf,  Colorado  &  Santa  Fe  Bailroad  Company  is  con- 
trolled by  the  Atchison  road,  through  the  ownership  of  a 
majority  of  capital  stock.  (See  Statistics  of  Bailways,  1889, 
page  55 ) 

The  Chicago,  Santa  Fe  &  California  Bailroad  Company  is 
operated  with  the  Atchison  road  as  one  property.  (Statistics 
of  Bailways,  1889,  page  53.) 

The  St.  Louis  &  San  Francisco  Bailway  extends  to  the 
same  southern  and  southwestern  points,  and  is  leased  and 
operated  by  the  Atchison  road. 

The  Atchison  has  a  direct  line  south  from  Hutchinson  to 
Fort  Worth,  San  Antonio  and  other  Texas  points.  It  has 
another  direct  line  to  the  same  points  from  St,  Louis  ma  the 
St.  Louis  &  San  Francisco  road.  The  latter  road  has  a  line 
from  Hutchinson  southeast  toward  Springfield,  Mo.,  and  at 
Monett  Junction  it  intersects  the  line  coming  southwesterly 
from  St.  Louis.  The  exact  situation  may  be  more  clearly 
understood  by  the  accompanying  diagram  on  opposite  page. 

By  a  reference  to  the  diagram,  it  seems  that  the  consumers 
of  salt  are  hedged  away  from  the  Kansas  salt,  on  the  line  of 
the  St.  Louis  &  San  Francisco  Bailroad,  at  Oronogo,  and 
Pierce  City  not  far  from  250  miles  distant  from  the  field  of 
its  production,  the  distance  from  Hutchinson  to  Monett  Junc- 
tion being  about  271  miles,  while  the  Michigan  salt  from  St. 
Louis  has  a  clear  way  from  St.  Louis  to  Fort  Worth  via  the 
Atchison  line,  and  in  turn  the  Kansas  salt  gets  no  relief  from 
the  direct  line  from  Hutchinson  to  Fort  Worth,  for  the  rea- 
son that  the  rate  on  salt  from  St.  Louis  to  Fort  Worth  is 
fixed  at  35^  cents,  while  the  rate  from  Hutchinson  to  Fort 
Woiih  is  35^  cents.  Yet  the  distance  from  Hutchinson  to 
Fort  Worth  is  427  miles,  while  the  distance  from  Bay  City, 
Michigan,  to  Fort  Worth  is  1388. 

The  rate  from  Bay  City  to  Fort  Worth,  1388  miles,  is  43^ 
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cents  per  hundred  on  salt,  while  from  Hutchinson,  Kansas,  to 
Fort  Worth,  427  miles,  the  rate  is  35^.  The  excess  in  haul 
from  Bay  City  only  pays  8  cents  per  hundred,  and  the  excesa 
is  twice  as  great  as  the  total  distance  from  Hutchinson  to 
Fort  Worth. 


21l>H»C«tt^ 


As  St.  Louis  is  the  distributing  point  for  Michigan  salt 
moving  south  and  west,  it  would  seem  right  to  make  the  com- 
parison between  St.  Louis  and  Hutchinson.  St.  Louis  for 
the  purpose  of  this  inquiry  may  be  treated  as  the  point  of 
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origin  of  Michigan  salt,  the  cost  of  getting  it  to  the  distrib- 
uting point  being,  perhaps,  an  element  of  the  original  cost 
of  the  article  in  preparation  for  market.  St.  Louis  is  743 
miles  from  Fort  Worth,  Texas ;  Hutchinson  is  427  miles  from 
the  same  point.  If  the  common  rate,  35^  cents  per  hundred, 
is  the  proper  rate  for  the  427  miles  haul  from  Hutchinson  to 
Fort  Worth,  then  the  excess  of  haul  from  St.  Louis  to  Fort 
Worth,  which  is  316  miles,  without  any  reason  shown  in  the 
record,  is  a  carriage  without  charge.  While  many  other  con- 
siderations than  distance  may  be  considered  in  determining 
what  shall  constitute  a  proper  rate,  yet  in  this  case  nothing 
is  shown  to  justify  the  apparent  discrepancy  of  charge,  and 
it  is  believed  to  work  an  undue  prelerence  to  Michigan  salt 
over  Kansas  salt  going  to  Texas  and  southerly  points. 

It  can  hardly  be  disputed  that  there  is  here  a  disadvantage 
brought  about  to  the  Kansas,  and  a  preference  given  to  the 
Michigan,  salt,  both  undue  and  unreasonable.  It  seems  that 
this  arrangement  is  wholly  under  the  control  of  the  Atchison 
Kailroad  and  the  lines  leased  and  operated  by  it,  and  we  see 
nothing  in  the  situation,  as  proven,  which  can  be  given  as  a 
valid  reason  for  not  putting  the  Kansas  salt  fields  in  posses- 
«ion  of  all  these  natural  advantages  in  the  territory  traversed 
by  these  lines.  We  think  that,  in  all  this  territory,  where  the 
Texas  points  are  as  near  to  Hutchinson  as  to  St.  Louis,  the 
Kansas  salt  should,  by  a  re-arrangement  of  rates,  be  carried 
for  an  equal  charge,  and  where  Hucthinson  is  nearer  than  St. 
Louis,  the  Kansas  salt  should  have  the  reasonable  advantage 
of  its  proximity  to  the  market,  at  all  times,  however,  observ- 
ing the  requirements  of  the  law  as  to  the  long  and  short 
hauls. 

We  find  and  conclude,  with  reference  to  all  the  other 
dtifendants,  except  the  Atchison,  Topeka  &  Santa  Fe  and  its 
leased  and  operated  lines,  and  with  reference  to  that  portion 
of  Jts  line  leading;  directly  from  Chicago  west,  that  the  advant- 
ages giv(in  to  Michigan  salt,  by  which  it  reaches  Chicago  and 
East  St.  Louis,  are  advantages  it  enjoys  by  reason  of  its  nat- 
ural situation.  That  the  advantage  by  which  it  reaches  the 
Missouri  river  on  a  very  low  rate,  is  fixed  by  conditions 
beyond  the  control  of  the  defendant  roads,  and  that  such 
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conditions  existed  by  reason  of  the  situation  before  the  Kan- 
sas salt  was  discovered. 

With  reference  to  the  Atchison,  Topeka  &  Santa  Fe  Bail- 
road  and  its  lines,  operatei^  and  leased,  running  from  St. 
Louis  and  Hutchinson  south  and  southwest,  and  conneoting 
with  such  lines,  the  present  adjustment  of  rates,  we  think, 
does  operate  so  as  to  bring  about  an  undue  advantage  to  and 
undue  preference  of  Michigan  salt  over  Kansas  salt,  and  said 
defendant,  the  Atchison,  Topeka  &  Santa  Fe  Bailroad  is  now 
advised  that  said  rates  as  now  adjusted  are  in  violation  of 
the  provisions  of  section  three  of  the  Act  to  r^ulate  com- 
merce, and  it  is  hereby  ordered  to  desist  from  the  enforce- 
ment of  the  present  rates,  and  at  once  to  re-adjust  rates  on 
its  last-named  lines,  at  all  times  observing  the  requirements 
of  the  law  as  to  the  long  and  short  haul,  so  as  to  give  the 
advantages  of  distance  belonging  to  Kansas  salt,  in  all  the 
territories  supplied  by  its  lines,  that  lies  as  near  or  nearer  to 
Hutchinson  than  to  St.  Louis,  and  the  complaints  against  the 
Missouri  Pacific  Bailroad  Company,  the  Union  Pacific  Bail- 
road  Company,  and  the  Chicago,  Bock  Island  &  Pacific  Bail- 
road Company  are  dismissed  without  prejudice. 

It  is  found  upon  examination  that  the  rate  of  23|  cents  per 
hundred  pounds  on  salt  from  Hutchinson  to  St.  Louis,  a  dis- 
tance of  five  hundred  and  twelve  miles,  is  equivalent  to  .91  of 
a  cent  per  ton  per  mile. 

The  rate  of  35^  cents  per  hundred  pounds  from  Hutchin- 
son to  Galveston,  a  distance  of  seven  hundred  and  seventy- 
two  miles,  is  equivalent  to  .92  of  a  cent  per  ton  per  mile. 

We  have  found  that  recently  the  rate  on  salt  from  Hutchin- 
son to  St.  Louis  has  been  reduced  from  23^  to  18  cents  per 
hundred  pounds,  or  to  .703  of  a  cent  per  ton  per  mile.  On 
the  same  basis,  the  rate  from  Hutchinson  to  Galveston  should 
be  27  cents  per  hundred  pounds.  Other  Texas  common 
points  should  receive  the  same  rate.  This  would  give  the 
carriers  from  Hutchinson  to  Fort  Worth  1.26  of  a  cent  per 
ton  per  mile  ;  to  Galveston  .703  of  a  cent  per  ton  per  mile. 

Our  belief  that  this  rate  is  about  the  fair  and  reasonable 
rate  is  fortified  by  a  consideration  of  the  rates  formerly  and 
now  in  force  upon  salt  from  New  Iberia,  Louisiana,  to  com- 
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mon  Teias  points.    These  rates  are  shown  in  the  aocompa- 

u jing  table : 

In  cents  per  100  pounds,  in  sacks  or  barrels. 
Dis-       From  Iberia,  La.,    In  effect     In  effect  Nov    In  eflieet         Per  ton 
tance.  To  Dec.  15, 189(S  .  18,1891      Jan.7,1892.     per  mUe. 

Austin,  Tex 30.50  23.9  23.9 

Corsicana,  Tex . .  30.50  24.7  26 

501  ...Drtlhis,  Tex 30.50  25  26  1.02 

523...Fort  Worth,  Tex.30.50  24.6  26  .99 

565. ..Sherman,  Tox.... 30.50  27.1  27.1  .97 

Terrell,  Tex 30.50  27.5  27.5 

422  ...Waco,  Tex 30.50  24.3  26  1.23 

It  is  found  that  the  rate  from  New  Iberia,  La.,  to  Fort 
Worth,  Texas,  was  in  December,  1890,  30.50  cents  per  hun- 
dred pounds  and  is  now  reduced  to  26  cents  per  hundred 
pounds,  and  that  the  rate  to  Waco,  distant  from  New  Iberia 
422  miles,  is  now  26  cents  per  hundred  pounds,  and  the  rate 
per  ton  per  mile  1.23  of  a  cent.  It  would  seem  that  the  rate 
named  by  us  has  reached  the  common  basis  of  similar  rates. 
We  therefore  order  and  direct  that  the  maximum  rate  on  salt 
from  Hutchinson,  Kansas,  to  Galveston  and  common  Texas 
points  be  fixed  at  27  cents  per  hundred  pounds  so  long  as  the 
rate  on  salt  from  St.  Louis  to  Texas « points  is  fixed  at  354* 
cents  per  hundred  pounds,  and  that  the  relation  and  propor- 
tion be  hereafter  maintained  between  rates  on  salt  from  St. 
Louis  and  Hutchinson  to  Texas  common  points  as  hereby 
established. 

Upon  a  distance  basis  alone  the  difference  is  still  greater 
but  undoubtedly  there  is  greater  volume  of  business  from  St. 
Louis  and  a  more  abundant  supply  of  empty  cars,  which 
would  justify  a  somewhat  lower  rate  from  St.  Louis  than  from 
Hutchinson,  which  conditions  although  not  measurable  with 
mathematical  exactness  have  been  considered  in  fixing  the 
above  rate. 

The  cases  seem  to  have  been  prepared  with  reference  to 
the  manufactured  and  barrelled  salt,  and  the  necessary  facts 
and  conditions  with  regard  to  rock  salt  are  not  found  in  the 
record  to  enable  an  intelligent  determination  with  reference 
to  rates  upon  that  product.     Statements  are  made  in  a  brief 
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filed  September  2,  1891,  by  the  Lyons  Bock  Salt  Company, 
that  the  competition  of  the  rock  salt  is  not  with  the  Michigan 
but  with  the  New  York  salt,  and  it  is  asserted  that  the  pro- 
duction of  rock  salt  in  Kansas  might  be  greatly  increased  if 
rates  were  properly  adjusted.  It  is  also  claimed  that  the 
rates  from  New  York  salt  points  to  St.  Louis  and  Chicago  are 
relatively  much  less  than  the  rates  from  Kansas  rock  salt  points 
to  Chicago  and  St.  Louis.  The  want  of  evidence  upon  the 
points  claimed,  the  absence  of  any  parties  representing  the 
New  York  salt  interests,  the  iact  that  for  aught  that  appears 
no  railway  line  making  the  New  York  salt  rates  to  Chicago 
and  St.  Louis  is  a  party  defendant,  compel  the  conclusion 
that  it  would  be  unsafe  for  the  Commission  to  attempt  upon 
this  record  to  consider  the  question  raised  by  the  brief.  It 
may  here  also  be  noticed  that  the  Lyons  Bock  Salt  Company 
filing  the  brief  is  not  a  party  plaintiff  in  any  one  of  the  cases 
under  consideration. 

It  is  therefore  deemed  right  to  say  that  nothing  in  this 
report  and  opinion  is  intended  in  any  manner  to  apply  to 
rates  upon  rock  salt,  or  to  any  question  of  relative  rates,  upon 
comparison  of  rates  of  New  York  rock  salt  with  rates  on 
Kansas  rock  salt ;  the  several  parties  interested  in  such  pro- 
ducts being  left  entirely  free  to  whatever  action  they  may 
deem  wise,  without  being  embarrassed  by  any  action  taken 
in  these  cases  which  have  sole  reference  to  questions  of  com- 
parison between  rates  on  manufactured  salt  made  either  in 
Michigan  or  Kansas  and  not  to  rock  salt. 

Some  reference  has  been  made  in  the  briefs  filed  to  a  cir- 
cular number  48  of  the  Western  Traffic  Association,  dated 
Chicago,  November  3, 1891,  which  shows  an  authorization  by 
the  Chairman  of  that  Association  to  the  lines  embraced 
therein  to  make  a  through  rate  from  Kansas  salt  points  to 
Mississippi  river  points.  Fort  Madison  to  St.  Louis  inclusive, 
at  some  date  to  be  fixed  by  the  Chairman  of  the  Association. 
It  is  contended  that  the  circular  is  not  properly  in  evidence, 
and,  if  it  were,  that  it  should  have  no  weight  in  determining 
the  merits  of  the  controversy.  It  has  not  in  fact  been  con- 
sidered, but  it  is  not  the  wish  or  purpose  of  the  Commission 
iu    any   manner  to  throw  any  obstacle  in  the  way  of  any 
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attempt  on  the  part  of  the  lines  connected  with  the  Associa- 
tion to  amicably  adjust  salt  rates  upon  a  better  basis  than  the 
one  now  in  use.  In  fact,  we  find  the  present  rate  on  salt 
from  Anthony,  Kansas,  to  St.  Louis  is  18  cents,  and  we  do 
not  wish  in  the  least  to  interfere  with  or  disturb  this  rate. 
Tliis  rate  now  in  force  was  established  December  16,  1891, 
and  applies  to  St.  Louis  and  other  Mississippi  river  points, 
and  to  intermediate  points  as  far  as  Brant,  146  miles  west  of 
St.  Louis. 

In  conclusion,  it  is  perhaps  due  to  the  complainants  that 
notice  should  be  taken  of  their  complaint  that  the  Kansas 
salt  rate  to  interior  points  in  Iowa  and  Missouri  is  made  by 
adding  the  local  rate  from  the  Missouri  river  points  to  desti- 
nation to  the  rate  from  the  salt  points  to  the  Missouri  river 
points,  while  the  rate  from  Chicago  to  central  points  in  Iowa 
and  Missouri  is  a  single  through  rate. 

We  cannot  regard  the  difference  as  of  any  great  import- 
ance, the  question  being  directly  as  to  the  relative  rates,  and 
not  the  manner  in  which  they  are  made. 

If,  as  lias  been  heretofore  shown,  a  reduction  of  the  salt 
rate  from  Kansas  points  to  points  between  the  Missouri  and 
Mississippi  rivers  would  be  inexpedient  and  unproductive  of 
any  relief  to  complainants,  and  no  appreciable  benefit  to  con- 
sumers, then  it  is  immaterial  how  the  rate  is  made,  whether  a 
single  amount  or  by  a  combination  of  amounts.  The  conclu- 
sion reached  after  a  comparison  of  two  rates  could  hardly  be 
changed,  whether  the  rates  under  consideration  were  made 
as  a  single  aggregate  sum  for  the  service,  or  by  combining 
certain  sums,  whether  locals  or  arbitrary  amounts.  The  real 
inquiry  is,  whether  the  rates  ^.re  in  themselves  high  and 
unreasonable,  or  wanting  in  proportion  and  relation  to  other 
rates,  and  whether  any  actual  benefit  would  inure  to  com- 
plainants by  reason  of  reducing  them.  We  are  convinced,  as 
already  shown,  that  every  reduction  would  bring  about  a  cor- 
responding reduction  in  the  opposing  rate,  constant  disturb- 
ance and  fluctuation  in  rates,  no  benefit  to  complainants, 
probable  reduction  of  revenue  to  carriers  and  no  advantage 
to  consumers. 


ANTHONY  SALT  CO.  ET  AL.  Y.  MI8S0UBI  PAO.  B'Y  00.  ET  AL.  323 

Much  has  been  said  about  grain  rates,  and  comparisons 
made  therewith.  The  rates  on  grain  are,  as  shown  by  the 
records  of  this  office,  as  follows : 

H„.oU»^n  to  St  I^.  \^^^^ UStt 
H.««U.-  io  CMcgo,  {  St'-  i?  ^  ^  ilSia 

There  is  no  sufficient  similarity  between  salt  and  grain  to 
make  a  comparison  in  any  degree  instructive.  Salt  moves  in 
quantities  sufficient  to  supply  the  entire  demand,  from  widely 
separated  points  of  production  to  common  intermediate 
points  of  consumption.  Grain  moves,  as  a  rule,  in  one  direc- 
tion only  to  the  general  markets  of  the  world,  and  the  demand 
is  practically  unlimited.  The  markets  for  grain  will  usually 
absorb  the  entire  supply,  and  the  lowering  of  rates  on  grain 
inures  largely  to  the  producer  of  grain.  A  reduction  in  salt 
rates  to  the  interior  of  Iowa  and  Missouri  could  not  have 
such  an  effect.  The  market  is  necessarily  limited.  Disturb- 
ing rates  would,  as  we  have  shown,  lead  to  corresponding 
reductions  as  to  the  other  competing  field,  so  that  a  redaction 
will  not  give  any  profit,  or  any  greater  market  in  the  end  to 
the  Kansas  producers.  Natural  causes  and  forces  ought  to 
have  full  sway.  The  public  mind  has  condemned  what  it  has 
believed  to  be  the  attempt  of  railway  managers  to  interfere 
with  them.  Commissions  and  other  bodies  in  r^ulating 
transportation  should,  as  far  as  possible,  avoid  the  same  error. 
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[No.  314.] 

L.  N.  TRAMMELL,  ALLEN  FORT  and  YIBOIL  POW- 
ERS, COMBTITUTINO  AMD  COMF08INO  THB  RaILBOAD  COM- 
MISSION OF  Oeobqu,  t.  the  CLYDE  STEAMSHIP 
COMPANY,  THE  SOUTH  CAROLINA  RAILWAY 
COMPANY,  THE  GEORGIA  RAILROAD  &  BANK- 
ING COMPANY,  THE  LOUISVILLE  &  NASHVILLE 
RAILROAD  COMPANY  and  THE  CENTRAL  RAIL- 
ROAD AND  BANKING  COMPANY  OF  GEORGIA, 
Lbssees  of  the  Geoboia  Railboad,  THE  RICHMOND 
&  DANVILLE  RAILROAD  COMPANY  and  THE 
GEORGIA  PACIFIC  RAILWAY  COMPANY,  Lbs- 
sees  of  the  Centbal  Railboad  of  Geobgu. 


[No.  315.] 

L.  N.  TRAMMELL,  ALLEN  FORT  and  VIRGIL  POW- 
ERS, C0N8TITUTINO  AND  COMPOSma  THE  RAIUtOAD  COM- 
MISSION OF  Geobgia,  V.  THE  OCEAN  STEAMSHIP 
COMPANY,  THE  CENTRAL  RAILROAD  A  BANK- 
ING COMPANY  OF  GEORGIA,  THE  GEORGIA 
PACIFIC  RAILWAY  COMPANY  and  THE  RICH- 
MOND AND  DANVILLE  RAILROAD  COMPANY, 
Lessees  of  the  Centkal  Railboad  of  Geobgia. 


[No.  316.] 

L.  N,  TRAMMELL,  ALLEN  FORT  and  VIRGIL  POW- 
ERS, CONSTITXJTING  AND  COMPOSING  THE  RaILBOAD  COM- 
MISSION OF  Geobgia,  v.  THE  CINCINNATI,  NEW  OR- 
LEANS &  TEXAS  PACIFIC  RAILWAY  COMPANY, 
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Lessee  of  the  CiNonniATi  Soothbbn  Bailwat,  THE 
CINCINNATI  SOUTHERN  RAILWAT  COMPANY, 
THE  EAST  TENNESSEE,  YIBGINIA  A  QEOBGIA 
RAILWAY  COMPANY,  THE  CENTRAL  RAILROAD 
&  BANKING  COMPANY  OP  GEORGIA,  THE  GEOR- 
GIA PACIFIC  RAILWAY  COMPANY,  amd  THE 
RICHMOND  &  DANVILLE  RAILROAD  COMPANY, 
Lessees  of  the  Central  Railboad  of  GEoaau. 


[No.  317.] 

L.  N.  TRAMMELL,  ALLEN  FORT  add  YIBOIL  POW- 
ERS, CONSTITtJTINO  AND  COKFOSINO  THB  RaHAOAD  OOMKIB- 

siON  OF  Geobou,  t.  THE  WESTERN  &  ATLAKTIO 
RAILROAD  COMPANY,  THE  LOUISTILLI:  A 
NASHVILLE  RAILROAD  COMPANY,  THE  NASH- 
VILLE, CHATTANOOGA  &  ST.  LOUIS  RAILWAY 
COMPANY,  THE  CINCINNATI,  NEW  ORLEANS  A 
TEXAS  PACIFIC  RAILWAY  COMPANY,  Lubeies  of 

THE  ClNCniNATI  SOXTTHEBN  RAILWAY,  AND  THE  CINCIN- 
NATI SOUTHERN  RAILWAY  COMPANY. 


[No.  324.] 

L.  N.  TRAMMELL,  ALLEN  FORT  and  VIRGIL  POW- 
ERS, CONSTITUTINO  AND  CX)MPOSINO  THE  RAILROAD  COMHIB- 

8I0N  OF  Georgia,  t.  THE  SOUTH  CAROLINA  RAIL- 
WAY COMPANY,  THE  GEORGIA  RAILROAD  A 
BANKING  COMPANY,  THE  LOUISVILLE  &  NASH- 
VILLE RAILROAD  COMPANY  and  THE  CENTRAL 
RAILROAD  &  BANKING  COMPANY  OF  GEOR- 
GIA, Lessees  of  the  Geobou  Railroad,  THE  RICH- 
MOND &  DANVILLE  RAILROAD  COMPANY  and 
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THE  GEOEGIA  PACIFIC  RAILWAY  COMPANY, 
Lessees  of  the  Central  Bailboad  of  Oeobqia,  THE 
ATLANTA  &  WEST  POINT  RAILROAD  COMPANY, 
AND  THE  WESTERN  RAILWAY  COMPANY  OP 
ALABAMA. 


[No.  325.] 

L.  N.  TRAMMELL,  ALLEN  FORT  and  VIRGIL  POW- 
ERS, CONSTITUTING  AND  COMPOSING  THE  RaILBOAD  COMMIS- 
SION OF  Geobgu,  V.  THE  LOUISVILLE  &  NASHVILLB 
RAILROAD  COMPANY,  THE  NASHVILLE,  CHAT- 
TANOOGA &  ST.  LOUIS  RAILWAY  COMPANY,  in- 
dividually AND  AS  LESSEE  OF  THE  WeSTEBN  &  AtLANTIO 

Railboad,  THE  CINCINNATI,  NEW  ORLEANS  & 
TEXAS  PACIFIC  RAILWAY  COMPANY,  Lessee  of 
THE  Cincinnati  Southern  Railway,  THE  CINCINNATI 
SOUTHERN  RAILWAY  COMPANY,  THE  EAST 
TENNESSEE,  VIRGINIA  &  GEORGIA  RAILWAY 
COMPANY,  THE  ATLANTA  &  WEST  POINT  RAIL- 
ROAD COMPANY,  and  THE  WESTERN  RAILWAY 
COMPANY  OF  ALABAMA. 


[No.  326.] 

L.  N.  TRAMMELL,  ALLEN  FORT  and  VIRGIL  POW- 
ERS, constituting  and  composing  the  Railroad  Com- 
mission OF  Georgu,  v.  THE  CLYDE  STEAMSHIP 
COMPANY,  THE  SOUTH  CAROLINA  RAILWAY 
COMPANY,  THE  GEORGIA  RAILROAD  AND 
BANKING  COMPANY,  THE  LOUISVILLE  & 
NASHVILLE  RAILROAD  COMPANY  and  THE 
CENTRAL    RAILROAD  &    BANKING    COMPANY 
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OF  GEORGIA,  Lessees  of  the  Georgia  Baileoad, 
THE  RICHMOND  &  DANVILLE  RAILROAD  COM- 
PANY, AND  THE  GEORGIA  PACIFIC  RATLWAT 
COMPANY,  Lessees  of  the  Central  Railroad  of  Geor- 
gia, THE  ATLANTA  &  WEST  POINT  RAILROAD 
COMPANY,  AND  THE  WESTERN  RAILWAY  COM- 
PANY OF  ALABAMA, 


Complaints  in  Nob.  814,  815,  816  and  817  filed  October  28, 1891.— Answexs 
ffled  November  9, 1891,  to  January  18, 1892.— Also  on  March  85, 1898.— 
Complaints  in  Nos.  824,  825  and  826  filed  Jannaiy  20, 1892.— Answers 
filed  February  15  to  March  25,  1892.— Hearing  at  Atlanta,  Gku,  Mareh 
24,  25, 1892.— Briefs  filed  July  1  to  August  24, 1892.— Decided  Noyenu 
ber  11,  1892. 


1.  The  fact  of  a  receivership  for  a  defendant  carrier  subsequent  to  complaint 

should  not  interfere  with  the  progress  of  a  proceeding  brought  merely 
for  the  purpose  of  railway  regulation. 

2.  The  phrase  ''common  control,  management  or  arrangement  for  ccmtinu- 

ous  carriage  .or  shipment**  in  the  first  section  of  the  Act  to  regulate 
commerce  was  Intended  to  cover  all  interstate  traffic  carried  through 
over  all  rail  or  part  water  and  part  rail  lines.  The  receipt  successively 
by  two  or  more  carriers  for  transportation  of  traffic  shipped  under 
through  bills  for  continuous  carriage  over  their  lines  is  assent  to  a  com- 
mon  arrangement  for  such  continuous  carriage  or  shipment,  and  previous 
formal  arrangement  between  them  is  not  necessary  to  bring  such  trans- 
portation under  the  terms  of  the  law. 

3.  The  total  rate  for  through  carriage  over  two  or  more  lines,  whether  made 

by  the  addition  of  e8tabli8hed  locals,  or  of  through  and  local  rates,  or 
upon  a  less  proportionate  basis,  is  the  through  rate  that  is  subject  to 
scrutiny  by  the  regulating  authority;  how  the  rate  is  made  is  only  ma- 
terial as  bearing  upon  the  legality  of  the  aggregate  charge,  and  how  any 
reduction  may  be  accomplished  is  matter  for  the  carriers  to  determine 
among  themselves. 

4.  The  second,  third  and  fourth  sections  of  the  Act  to  regulate  oommeroo 

compared  with  provisions  in  English  statutes.  English  decisions 
ined,  and  the  frequent  citation  of  such  decisions  to  influence 
brought  under  greatly  dissimilar  statutory  provisions  in  this  oountry, 
without  regard  to  differences  in  facts,  time,  extent  of  country  and  meth- 
ods of  trade  and  transportation,  considered  and  criticised. 
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5.  The  fourth  section  of  the  Act  to  regulate  commerce  construed,  and  the 

principles  laid  down  in  lie  petitions  of  Louiwille  iSb  Ncuhville  R,  Co,,  1 
I.  C.  C.  Kep.  dl«  1  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  278,  re-afflrmed,  except  the  ruling 
therein  whereby  carriers  were  permitted  to  Judge  for  themselves  in  the 
first  instance  of  what  constitutes  '*rare  and  peculiar  cases  of  competi- 
tion between  railroads  which  are  subject  to  the  statute,  when  a  strict 
application  of  the  general  rule  of  the  statute  would  be  destructive  of 
legitimate  competition,"  which  is  hereby  overruled. 

6.  The  competition  of  carriers  subject  to  the  Act  to  regulate  commerce  does 

not  create  circumstances  and  conditions  which  the  carriers  can  take 
into  account  in  determining  for  themselves  in  the  first  instance  whether 
they  are  justified  under  the  fourth  section  in  charging  more  for  shorter 
than  for  longer  distances  over  their  lines. 

7.  The  competition  of  markets  on  different  lines  for  the  sale  of  commodities 

at  a  given  point  served  by  both  lines  does  not  create  circimistanceB  and 
conditions  which  the  carriers  can  take  into  account  in  determining  for 
themselves  in  the  first  instance  whether  they  are  Justified  under  the 
fourth  section  in  charging  more  for  shorter  than  for  longer  distances 
over  their  lines.  To  determine  the  force  and  effect  of  such  competition 
involves  consideration  of  commercial  questions  peculiar  to  the  business 
of  shippers,  such  as  advantage  of  business  location,  comparative  econ- 
omy of  production,  comparative  quality  and  market  value  of  commod- 
ities,  all  of  which  are  entirely  disconnected  from  circumstances  and 
conditions  under  which  transportation  is  conducted.  Carriers  cannot 
create  abnormal  situations  by  making  rates  which  equalize  advantages 
and  disadvantages  of  localities  and  thereupon  claim  justification  for 
greater  charges  on  shorter  hauls  on  the  ground  that  the  lesser  long  haul 
charges  which  accomplish  such  equalization  are  necessary  to  secure 
increase  in  traffic  over  their  lines. 

8.  The  carrier  has  the  right  to  judge  in  the  first  Instance  whether  it  is  jus- 

tified in  making  the  greater  charge  for  t/ie  shorter  distance  under  the 
fourth  section  in  all  cases  where  the  circumstances  and  conditions  arise 
wholly  upon  its  own  line  or  through  competition  for  the  same  traffic 
with  carriers  not  subject  to  regulation  under  the  Act  to  regulate  com- 
merce. In  other  cases  under  the  fourth  section  the  circumstances  and 
conditions  are  not  presumptively  dissimilar  and  carriers  must  not 
charge  less  for  the  longer  distance  except  upon  the  order  of  this  Com- 
mission. 

9.  When  a  carrier  on  complaint  under  the  fourth  section  avers  substantial 

dissimilarity  in  circmmstancos  and  conditions  as  justifying  its  greater 
charge  for  shorter  hauls,  it  is  concluded  by  its  pleading  and  must  affirm- 
atively show  that  the  circumstances  and  conditions  of  which  it  is  enti- 
tled to  judge  in  the  first  instance  are  in  fact  substantially  dissimilar; 
but  upon  an  application  for  relief  under  the  fourth  section  proviso  the 
carrier  is  not  limited  by  such  a  rule  of  evidence,  and  may  present  to  the 
Commission  every  material  reason  for  an  order  in  its  favor.    There 
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seems  to  be  no  limitation  upon  the  power  of  the  Commission  to  grant 
relief  under  that  proviso,  when,  after  investigation,  the  Ckimmissicm  is 
satisfied  that  the  interests  of  oommeroe  and  oommon  fairness  to  the 
carriers  require  that  an  exception  should  be  made. 

10.  Complaints  in  cases  No.  8d4  and  No.  8d5  dismissed.  Incases Nos.  814,  S16, 
316, 817  and  826,  defendants  ordered  to  cease  and  desist  from  charging 
more  to  shorter  than  to  longer  distance  points  mentioned  in  the  com* 
plaints,  or  file  applications  for  relief  under  the  proviso  clause  of  the 
fourth  section  and  show  cause  thereon,  witliin  a  time  specified. 

William  A.  Little  and  Bobert  Bemer^  for  oomplamant. 

Javies  T.  Worthingtm,  for  R.  &  D.  B.  R.  Co.,  Ga.  P.  R'y  Co. 
and  C.  R.  R.  &  Bk'g  Co.  of  Ga. 

Thomas  Cobb  JackaoUy  for  Receivers  of  C.  R.  R.  &  Bk*g  Co. 
ofGa. 

Calhoun^  King  &  Spalding^  for  A*  &  W.  P.  R.  R.  Co. 

George  P.  Harrison^  for  W.  R'y  of  Ala. 

Joseph  B.  Gumming  and  Bryan  Gumming^  for  Ga.  B.  R. 
and  Ga.  R.  R.  k  Bk'g  Co. 

WxUiaja  M.  Baxter,  for  E.  T.  V.  A  G.  B*y  Co. 

Ed,  Baxter,  for  L.  &  N.  R.  R.  Co. 

Brawley  <&  BamweU,  for  Receiver  of  8.  C.  R'y  Co. 

Edward  Golston,  for  C.  N.  O.  &  T.  P.  R'y  Co. 

East  (&  Fogg,  for  N.  C.  &  St.  L.  RV  Co.  and  W.  A  A.  B.  B. 

Payne  &  Tye,  for  W.  &  A.  R.  R. 

BEPORT  AND  OPINION  OF  THE  COMMISSION. 

Veazey,  Gomtnissioner : 

The  complaints  in  the  above  entitled  cases,  bronght  by  the 
members  and  in  the  name  of  the  Railroad  Commission  of  the 
state  of  Georgia,  allege  that  the  rates  charged  by  the  defend- 
ants for  the  transportation  of  freights  from  Cincinnati  and 
other  Ohio  river  points  and  from  New  York  and  other  North 
Atlantic  ports  to  various  named  places,  nearly  all  within  the 
state  of  Georgia,  are  '^  unreasonable^  discriminating  and  in 
direct  violation  of  section  four  of  the  Act  to  regulate  com- 


merce." 


The  violations  of  law  alleged  in  the  several  complaints 
being  of  the  same  general   character,  differing  only  as  to 


330  INTERSTATE  COMMERCE  COMMISSION  REPORTS. 

points  and  routes,  it  was  understood  at  the  hearing  that  the 
testimony  taken  in  each  case  would  be  considered  in  the  oth- 
ers so  far  as  applicable,  and  it  is  proper,  therefore,  that  all 
these  cases  should  be  embraced  in  the  same  denJHimi. 

The  main  question  presented  by  the  pleadings  is  whether 
charges  which  are  greater  for  shorter  than  for  longer  distan- 
ces in  the  same  direction  over  the  defendant  lines  are  unlaw- 
ful under  the  statute. 

The  defendants  in  their  answers  deny  that  transportation 
to  the  longer  and  shorter  distance  points  is  under  substan- 
tially similar  circumstances  and  conditions,  and  that  there- 
fore the  greater  charges  for  shorter  distances  complained  of 
do  not  contravene  the  provisions  of  the  Act  to  regulate  com- 
merce. The  principal  grounds  on  which  this  denial  is  based 
are  the  competition  of  all  rail  and  part  rail  and  part  water 
lines  from  the  same  point  of  consignment  to  the  same  point 
of  destination ;  the  competition  of  all  rail  and  part  rail  and 
part  water  lines  from  different  points  of  consignment  to  the 
same  destination ;  and  the  influence  of  water  routes  which 
either  reach  the  point  of  destination  direct,  or  deliver  to  a 
connecting  carrier  at  a  point  in  the  same  territory. 

Still  another  ground  of  defence  was  set  up  in  some  of  the 
cases,  that  property  destined  to  intermediate  points  is  not  car- 
ried under  circumstances  and  conditions  substantially  similar 
to  those  applying  at  the  longer  distance  points  because 
through  rates  are  given  only  to  the  latter,  while  rates  to  the 
shorter  distance  points  are  made  up  of  a  through  rate  in 
effect  to  a  basing  point  plus  local  rates  of  the  terminal  carrier 
therefrom. 

There  are,  however,  two  minor  questions  to  be  considered: 
1.  Is  the  complainant  authorized  to  bring  and  maintain  these 
proceedings  ?  2.  Are  cei-tain  of  the  defendants  common  car- 
riers over  the  line  between  points  mentioned  ? 

The  Georgia  Raihoad  Commission,  complainant  herein,  is 
directed  by  a  statute  of  tiie  state  of  Georgia  to  bring  com- 
plaint before  this  Commission  whenever,  after  failure  to 
obtain  a  satisfactory  adjustment  of  rates,  it  finds  through 
rates  charged  into  Georgia  to  bo  excessive,  unreasonable  or 
discriminating,  and  by  section  thirteen  of  the  Act  to  regulate 
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commerce,  this  Commission  is  directed  to  investigate  any 
complaint  forwarded  by  the  Bailroad  Commission  of  any  state 
or  territory.  It  is  immaterial  whether  the  complainant  be 
the  state  Bailroad  Commission  itself ,  or  the  parties  on  whose 
behalf  it  reqnests  the  investigation  to  be  made.  The  (Geor- 
gia Bailroad  Commission  is  a  proper  complainant  in  these 
proceedings. 

As  to  the  second  of  the  minor  qnestionSy  whether  cer- 
tain of  the  defendants,  to  wit,  the  Georgia  Bailroad  & 
Banking  Company,  the  Central  Bailroad  A  Banking  Company^ 
the  Georgia  Pacific  Bailway  Company,  and  the  Bichmond 
&  Danville  Bailroad  Company,  are  common  earners  controll- 
ing rates  and  operating  roads  parts  of  through  lines  between 
points  of  shipment  and  destination,  it  seems  snfScient  to  hold 
generally  that  only  those  defendants  who  are  in  any  degree 
responsible  for  transportation  charges  over  the  respective 
roads  will  be  expected  to  comply  with  any  order  for  the 
re-adjnstment  of  those  charges  which  may  hereafter  be  issued 
in  these  proceedings.  It  was  claimed  on  the  hearing  that 
the  defendant,  the  Central  Bailroad  &  Banking  Company  of 
Georgia,  was  then  in  the  hands  of  receivers,  and  not  properly 
before  the  Commission.  That  Company  was  served  with  a 
copy  of  each  complaint  in  which  it  was  interested  and  before 
the  receivers  assumed  control  of  its  affairs;  answers  were 
filed  on  its  behalf,  and  the  receivers  afterwards  appointed 
were  represented  by  counsel  at  the  hearing.  Under  these 
facts  the  proceedings  may  well  go  on  without  a  present  deter- 
mination whether  a  regulating  order  in  the  case  would  affect 
the  receivers  without  an  order  of  the  court  which  appointed 
them.  As  a  general  proposition  we  see  no  reason  why  the 
fact  of  a  receivership  subsequent  to  complaint  should  inter- 
fere with  the  progress  of  a  proceeding  brought  merely  for 
the  purpose  of  railway  regulation. 

Another  question  in  the  cases  is  whether  the  transportation 
of  property  over  the  roads  composing  the  respective  through 
lines  to  the  intermediate  points  is  conducted  under  a  com- 
mon control,  management,  or  arrangement  for  continuous 
carriage  or  shipment,  but  this  question  is  raised  by  the 
defendants  in  connection  with  the  main  point  in  controversy. 
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and  should  not  be  determined  until  after  the  facts  in  the  cases 
are  found  and  stated. 

In  view  of  the  fact  that  the  issues  present  mainly  a  single 
question  of  violation  of  the  fourth  section,  the  decision  of 
which  will  also  involve  the  disposition  of  the  subsidiary  mat- 
ters of  unreasonable  and  discriminating  rates  alleged  and 
denied  herein,  it  seems  unnecessary  to  further  analyze  the 
pleadings.  The  respective  routes,  points  and  rates  involved 
in  the  several  cases  are  described  in  the  following  statement 
of  facts,  rates  to  points  termed  shorter  distance  points  being 
those  of  which  complaint  is  made.  The  cases  will,  with  a  sin- 
gle exception,  be  taken  up  in  the  order  in  which  they  were 
heard. 

Facts. 

Case  No,  317. 

1.  In  this  case  the  route  is  all  rail  from  Cincinnati  or  other 
places  called  "  Ohio  river  points  "  over  either  the  Cincinnati, 
New  Orleans  &  Texas  Pacific  Railway  to  Chattanooga  or 
Boyce,  near  Chattanooga,  or  the  Louisville  &  Nashville  Bail- 
road  to  Nashville,  and  the  Nashville,  Chattanooga  &  St.  Louis 
Railway  to  Chattanooga,  and  from  Boyce  or  Chattanooga  by 
the  Western  &  Atlantic  Railroad,  operated  under  lease  from 
the  state  of  Georgia  by  the  Nashville,  Chattanooga  &  St, 
Louis  Railway  Company  to  Calhoun,  Adairsville,  Kingston, 
Cartersville,  Ackworth  and  Marietta,  shorter  distance  points, 
and  Atlanta,  the  longer  distance  point,  all  in  the  state  of 
Georgia.  This  route  will  be  designated  "  The  Chattanooga- 
Atlanta  All-Rail  Route,''  and  is  shown  on  next  page : 

Freight  is  carried  from  Cincinnati  over  this  route  to  the 
various  destinations  on  the  Western  &  Atlantic  road  as 
through  shipments  under  through  bills  of  lading  issued  by 
the  initial  line.  Through  freight  is  delivered  free  to  consign- 
ees in  Atlanta  either  by  carting  or  switching  to  warehouse 
doors ;  no  free  delivery  is  made  at  the  local  stations  on  the 
Western  &  Atlantic. 

2.  Rates  to  Atlanta  on  property  shipped  from  north  of 
Chattanooga  are  divided  between  the  carriers  in  certain  pro- 
portions, but  charges  to  all  points  north  of  Atlanta  and  south 
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of  Chattanooga  are  combinations  of  established  rates  to  Chat- 
tanooga and  local  rates  of  the  Western  k  Atlantic  from  Chat- 
tanooga. In  1887  the  Western  &  Atlantic  issned  a  cirenlar 
to  its  connections  stating  in  effect  that  it  would  not  acoept 
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less  than  its  regular  local  chaises  on  through  business  to 
points  on  its  line  where  competition  did  not  compel  it  to  par- 
ticipate in  and  agree  to  lower  through  rates.  This  dronlar 
does  not  appear  to  have  been  filed  with  the  Commission,  nor 
were  the  defendants  able  to  produce  it  at  the  hearing,  but 
there  is  no  reason  to  doubt  its  haying  been  ii 
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When  the  circular  was  issued  this  road  was  under  another 
management,  but  the  lessee  now  operating  the  road  intro- 
duced evidence  concerning  the  circular  and  continues  to 
charge  according  to  its  terms. 

Bates  and  distances  over  the  Chattanooga-Atlanta  route 
from  Cincinnati  are  shown  by  the  following  table.  Bates  to 
Chattanooga  and  Atlanta  are  single  rates,  while  those  to  the 
other  points  are  combination  rates  to  Chattanooga  and  locals 
therefrom. 

Statement  showing  Class  Rates  from  Cincinnati  to  the  FOLLOWiNa 
Stations  on  the  Western  &  Atlantic  R.  R. 

From  Cincinnati,  O. 
Miles.  To  123456ABCDEHP 

336... Chattanooga,  Tenn...  76    65  57  47  40  30  20  26  23    19    34  33  88 

359...Rlnggold,  Ga 98    85  75  63  53  41  31  37  30J  25i  47  49  68 

374...Dalton,  Ga 103    89  79  67  56  42  28  36  31    26i  48  68  54 

896... Calhoun,  Ga 109    95  84  71  59  44  34  40  32    27^  58  67  66 

405...Adair8ville,Ga 112    98  86  73  60  45  35  41  32i  28    64  69  57 

415.. .Kingston,  Ga 115  101  88  75  61  46  36  42  31i  27    65  61  66 

426...Cartor8villo,  Ga 118  103  90  76  62  47  37  43  34    29    66  62  69J 

439...Acworth,  Ga 124  107  94  78  64  49  39  45  a5    30    58  64  61 

453... Marietta,  Ga 127  109  96  79  65  50  38  45  35    30    56  66  62 

463...Vining8,  Ga 123  106  94  78  65  51  36  43  33^  29    67  68  59J 

474... Atlanta,  Ga 107    92  81  68  56  46  28  35  28    24    48  68  48 

The  local  rates  and  distances  over  the  Western  &  Atlantic 
from  Chattanooga  and  intermediate  points  are  as  follows : 

Statement  showing  Class  Rates  from  Chattanooga  to  Local  Stations 

ON  THE  Western  &  Atlantic  R.  R. 

From  Chattan- 
3Iiles.        ooga  to        123456ABCDEHF 

23... Ringgold,  Ga...  22  20  18  16  13  11  11  11  7J    6i  18  16  16 

38...Dalton,Ga 27  24  22  20  16  12  12  12  8      7^  16  20  16i 

60.. .Calhoun,  Ga 33  30  27  24  19  14  14  14  9      8^  19  24  18 

69...Adairsvillc,Ga.36  33  29  26  20  15  15  15  9      9     20  26  19 

79.. . Kingston,  Ga.... 39  36  31  28  21  16  16  16  10      9J  21  28  20 

90...Cartersville,Ga.42  38  33  29  22  17  17  17  11    10     22  29  21 J 

103...Acworth,  Ga....48  42  37  31  24  19  19  19  12    11     24  31  23 

117.. . Marietta,  Ga.... 51  44  39  32  25  20  20  20  13    12     25  82  24 

127...Vinings,  Ga 54  46  41  33  26  21  21  21  13    12     26  33  25 

138... Atlanta,  Ga 57  48  43  34  27  22  22  22  12    11     27  34  24 

The  proportions  received  by  the  carriers  of  the  rate  from 
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Cincinnati  to  Atlanta  were  not  testified  to,  bat  the  Commis- 
sion is  informed  that  the  following  divisions  were  in  effect 
some  time  ago : 

C,  N.  O.  ft  T.  P.  to  Chattanooga 886  miles  70  9-10  per  oent 

W.  ft  A.  to  Atlanta. 188  miles  29  1-10  per  cent 

474  100 

Out  of  the  rate  of  $1.07  first  class,  this  wotdd  give  to  the 
C,  N.  O.  &  T.  P.  about  76  cents,  its  regular  rate  to  Chatta- 
nooga, and  the  W.  &  A.  31  cents,  and  it  gets  this  proportion* 
by  either  route  from  Cincinnati.  The  local  rate  of  the  West- 
ern &  Atlantic,  Chattanooga  to  Atlanta,  is  57  cents  per  hun- 
dred pounds. 

3.  Other  lines  which  reach  Atlanta  from  Cincinnati  are : — 

Cincinnati,  New  Orleans  &  Texas  Pacific  to  Chattano<^a, 
336  miles ;  and  East  Tennessee,  Virginia  &  Gteorgia  to  Atlanta, 
152  miles ;  through  distance  488  miles. 

Louisville  &  Nashville  to  Nashville,  296  miles ;  Nashville, 
Chattanooga  &  St.  Louis  to  Chattanooga,  151  miles;  East 
Tennessee,  Virginia  &  Georgia  to  Atlanta,  162  miles;  through 
distance  598  miles. 

Louisville  &  Nashville  and  Nashville,  Chattanooga  &  St. 
Louis  to  Chattanooga,  446  miles :  or  Cincinnati,  New  Orleans 
&  Texas  Pacific  to  Chattanooga,  336  miles,  and  from  thence 
the  Chattanooga,  Bome  &  Columbus  (now  Central  of  Gteor- 
gia)  to  Kramer,  125  miles,  and  Georgia  Pacific  to  Atlanta,  53 
miles;  through  distances,  respectively,  624  miles  and  514 
miles. 

Louisville  &  Nashville  system  to  Jellico,  216  miles,  and 
East  Tennessee,  Virginia  &  Georgia  to  Atlanta,  289  niiles; 
through  distance  505  miles. 

Either  the  Cincinnati,  New  Orleans  &  Texas  Pacific  or  the 
Louisville  &  Nashville  is  the  initial  carrier  in  each  of  these 
competing  through  lines,  and  both  are  defendants  herein. 
The  Louisville  &  Nashville  owns  most  of  the  capital  stock  of 
the  Nashville,  Chattanooga  A  St.  Louis  Bailway  Company, 
and  the  latter  leases  from  the  State  of  Georgia  and  operates 
the  Western  &  Atlantic  Railroad.    The  through  distance  over 
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this  line  is  584  miles.  The  LouisTille  &  Nashyille  in  send- 
ing traffic  from  Cincinnati  to  Atlanta  prefers  this  roatSy  while 
the  Cincinnati,  New  Orleans  &  Texas  Pacific  fayors  the  East 
Tennessee,  Virginia  &  Georgia,  with  which  it  connects  at 
Chattanooga.  The  short  line  to  Atlanta  from  Cincinnati  is 
the  Cincinnati,  New  Orleans  &  Texas  Pacific  to  Boyce,  and 
the  Western  Atlantic  to  Atlanta,  distance  abont  474  miles, 
but  the  rate  is  the  same  by  either  line.  The  Cincinnati,  New 
Orleans  &  Texas  Pacific  reaches  Chattanooga  by  its  own  line 
over  the  shorter  distance  from  Cincinnati,  and  its  local  rate 
to  Chattanooga  is  the  joint  rate  over  the  longer  line  of  the 
Louisville  &  Nashville,  and  Nashville,  Chattanooga  &  St. 
Louis  roads. 

4.  There  is  competition  for  the  sale  of  commodities  in 
Atlanta  between  Cincinnati  and  other  cities,  such  as  Boston, 
New  York,  Philadelphia  and  Baltimore,  and  the  transporta- 
tion from  these  Atlantic  points  is  either  all  rail  or  water  and 
rail  by  the  Atlantic  Coast  Line,  Seaboard  Air  Line,  Rich- 
mond &  Danville.  Norfolk  &  Western,  and  East  Tennessee 
and  others.  The  water  lines  run  to  the  ports  of  Norfolk, 
Portsmouth,  Charleston,  Savannah,  Brunswick,  and  possibly 
through  Port  Royal  and  Jacksonville.  From  these  porta 
Atlanta  is  reached  by  rail ;  the  South  Carolina  and  Georgia 
roads  from  Charleston,  the  Central  of  Georgia,  the  Savan- 
nah, Florida  &  Western  and  East  Tennessee,  from  Savannah; 
the  East  Tennessee  from  Brunswick;  the  Port  Boyal  & 
Augusta  Railway  from  Port  Royal ;  the  Queen  &  Crescent 
and  Louisville  &  Nashville  run  from  New  Orleans,  and 
Mobile  stands  on  similar  footing. 

There  are  also  rail  lines  from  various  Mississippi  and  Ohio 
river  points,  which  compete  for  Atlanta  trade,  such  as  Vicks- 
burg,  Greenville,  Memphis,  Cairo,  Paducah,  Evansville  and 
Louisville. 

Freight  from  Cincinnati  for  Atlanta  might  reach  Atlanta 
by  a  mil  line  over  the  Chesapeake  &  Ohio  and  Richmond  & 
Danville  roads,  or  by  water  and  rail  through  Baltimore,  and 
steam  or  sail  craft  could  also  be  employed  to  the  South  Atlan- 
tic  ports ;  but   these   routes  are  very  circuitous,  and  would 
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only  be  used  under  very  exceptional  conditions.  Freight 
might  go  from  Cincinnati  to  Memphis  by  water,  and  from 
thence  by  rail  to  Atlanta,  but  it  was  not  made  to  appear  that 
any  appreciable  amount  of  general  freight  actually  does  go 
that  way  in  competition  with  the  all-rail  route ;  the  distance 
from  Memphis  to  Atlanta  by  the  Kansas  City,  Memphis  & 
Birmingham  and  Georgia  Pacific  is  about  418  miles,  only  56 
miles  less  than  the  through  all-rail  route  from  Cincinnati  to 
Atlanta. 

There  is  no  competition  by  independent  water  routes  to 
Atlanta.  Traffic  shipped  from  any  Ohio  or  Mississippi  river 
point,  or  from  a  North  Atlantic  port  must  pass  over  a  line  of 
one  or  more  railroads  in  order  to  reach  Atlanta,  and  such 
traffic  is  forwarded  as  a  through  shipment  and  taken  either 
by  all-rail  or  by  water  and  rail  carriers  under  through  bills 
of  lading  and  at  agreed  through  rates.  The  distance  from 
Baltimore  to  Atlanta  through  the  port  of  Charleston  for  the 
purpose  of  rate  divisions  is  put  at  160  constructive  miles  by 
the  water  way  to  Charleston,  and  about  310  miles  for  the  rail 
carriage  from  that  port  to  Atlanta,  or  about  470  miles  through. 
The  distance  from  Baltimore  to  Atlanta  by  the  Bichmond  & 
Danville  and  Baltimore  &  Potomac  roads,  the  direct  all-rail 
line,  is  691  miles. 

The  rates  of  the  eastern  rail  lines  from  New  York  and 
other  seaboard  cities  to  Cincinnati  are  very  low ;  for  instance, 
the  first-class  rate  New  York  to  Cincinnati  is  65  cents.  The 
first-class  rate  New  York  to  Chattanooga  is  $1.14,  and  the 
all-rail  rate  to  Atlanta  is  $1.22. 

The  present  adjustment  of  rates  to  Atlanta  is  the  outcome 
of  severe  competition  between  lines  leading  from  competing 
markets  like  St.  Louis,  Baltimore,  Cincinnati,  etc.,  and,  with 
some  modifications  occurring  from  time  to  time,  has  been  in 
effect  tor  a  considerable  period.  The  lines  controlling  rates 
to  Georgia  territory  are  all  members  of  the  Southern  Rail- 
way k  Steamship  Association,  and  there  is  not  now  any  act- 
ual competition  between  them  as  to  rates  on  through  business 
to  points  in  that  territory  from  one  market  like  Cincinnati, 
or  from  different  markets  like  Cincinnati  and  Baltimore  or 
New  York.     These  rates  resulted  from   agreement  between 
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the  sevenil  lines.  The  Atlanta  rates  were  agreed  apon  by 
the  lines  with  a  view  of  affording  to  each  some  share  of  the 
traffic. 

The  Home  Railroad  connects  Kingston,  Ga.,  with  the  East 
Tennessee  and  Central  of  Georgia  at  Borne,  Ga.  From  Mari- 
etta the  Marietta  &  North  Georgia  Bailroad  rans  northerly 
204  miles  to  Knoxville,  Tenn.,  where  it  connects  with  the 
East  Tennessee  line,  and  also  with  the  Knoxville,  Cumber- 
land Gap  &,  Louisville  Bailroad,  which  extends  72  miles  to 
Middlesboro,  Ky.,  and  there  meets  the  Louisville  &  Nashville 
Hystem  by  which  Cincinnati  can  be  reached  over  a  distance 
of  230  miles  from  Middlesboro;  this  gives  a  possible  com- 
peting line  from  Cincinnati  to  Marietta  of  506  miles,  and  to 
Atlanta  of  527  miles.  From  Cartersville,  Ga.,  the  East  and 
West  Bailroad  of  Alabama  runs  westerly  to  Bock  Mart,  22 
miles,  conncicting  with  the  East  Tennessee,  and  16  miles  far- 
ther it  reaches  the  Central  of  Georgia  at  Cedartown.  C!om- 
petition  has  not  forced  rates  down  at  Kingston,  Marietta  or 
Cartersville.  No  railroad  other  than  the  Western  &  Atlantic 
runs  to  Calhoun,  Adairsville  or  Acworth. 

6.  On  December  27, 1890,  the  Western  &  Atlantic  Bailroad 
was  leased  by  the  State  of  Georgia  to  the  Nashville,  Chatta- 
nooga &  St.  Louis  Bailway  Company  for  29  years,  at  an 
annual  rental  of  $420,012.  The  operation  of  the  leased  line 
has  not  been  separately  reported  since  that  date.  Prior  to 
that  time  the  road  was  operated  under  lease  by  the  Western 
&  Atlantic  Bailroad  Company,  at  an  annual  rental  of  $300,000. 
The  road  being  owned  by  the  state,  no  report  was  made  of 
"  Capital  Stock,"  or  "  Cost  of  Boad,  Equipment  and  Perma- 
nent Improvement"  by  the  lessee  company.  From  the  report 
of  this  road  to  this  Commission  for  the  year  ending  June  30, 
1890,  the  following  statement  is  compiled : 

The  "Gross  Earnings  from  Operation"  were $1,562,059.76 ; 
"Operating  Expenses,"  $1,022,668.70;  "Income  from  Opera- 
tion," $539,391.06 ;  "Income  from  other  Sources," $10,615.89; 
"Total  Income,"  $550,006.95.  From  this  amount  there  were 
paid  as  "Deductions  from  Income,"  $312,677.24,  $300,000  of 
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which  was  the  rental  paid  by  the  operating  company  to  the 
State  of  Georgia,  leaving  a  "net  income"  of  $237,329.71. 
From  this  last-named  itfem  there  was  paid  $78,225  on  income 
bonds  for  principal  and  coupons,  so  that  the  "  Surplus  from 
Operations  of  year  ending  June  30,  1890,"  was  $159,104.71. 
This,  combined  with  the  "  surplus "  from  the  previous  year, 
made  the  "Surplus  on  June  30,  1890,"  $331,077.86.  The 
"  Freight  Eevenue  "  was  $1,255,778.49,  from  which  there  were 
repayments  on  account  of  "  Overcharge  to  Shippers,"  $71,- 
737.27,  and  "  Other  Kepayments,"  $13,110.53.  Total,  $84,- 
847.80,  leaving  "Total  Freight  Eevenue,"  $1,170,930.69. 

A  reference  to  the  "Comparative  General  Balance  Sheet" 
shows  that  the  company  operating  the  road  has  as  "  Assets," 
$8,350,  " Stocks "  and  "Bonds  of  other  Companies  owned," 
"Cash  and  Current  Assets,"  $414,611.93;  "Materials  and 
Supplies,"  $4,315.89.  Their  "Liabilities"  were,  "Current 
LiabiUties,"  $96,199.96,  and  "Profit  and  Loss"  ("Surplus"), 
$331,077.86. 

Eeferring  to  the  "  Freight  TraflSc "  of  the  road,  it  appears 
that  the  "Number  of  tons  carried  of  freight  earning  reve- 
nue "  were  1,083,336 ;  the  "  Number  of  tons  carried  one  mile," 
125,220,827,  which  shows  the  "  Average  distance  haul  of  one 
ton"  115  60-100  miles.  It  appears  that  of  the  "Number  of 
tons  carried  of  freight  earning  revenue,"  156,585  tons  only 
originated  on  the  road,  and  the  balance,  926,751  tons,  was 
"Eeceived  from  Connecting  Eoads  and  other  Carriers."  The 
"  Average  receipts  per  ton  per  mile "  were  .00,935  cents ; 
"Estimated  cost  of  carrying  one  ton  one  mile,"  .00,555  cents; 
"  Freight  earnings  per  train-mile,"  $1.03,052 ;  and  "  Estimated 
cost  of  running  a  freight  train  one  mile,"  .61,201  cents. 

By  the  foregoing  it  appears  that  of  the  1,083,336  tons  car- 
ried that  year,  only  156,585  tons  originated  on  the  road,  the 
balance,  926,751  being  received  from  connecting  and  other 
carriers ;  that  is  to  say,  less  than  15  per  cent.,  or  but  very 
little  over  one-seventh  of  the  total  tonnage  was  local  busi- 
ness, and  some  of  this  was  doubtless  carried  over  the  whole 
line.  The  average  distance  haul  per  ton  of  the  entire  ton- 
nage was  115  60-100  miles,  or  nearly  84  per  cent,  of  the  road's 
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length  of  138  miles.  The  bulk  of  the  local  business  ma;  be 
assumed  to  consist  of  shipments  between  Chattanooga  or 
Atlanta  and  intermediate  stations ;  and  as  the  average  dis- 
tance haiil  per  ton  of  the  total  tonnage  was  over  115  miles, 
eay  as  far  as  Marietta,  only  21  miles  from  Atlanta,  going 
south,  and  Ringgold,  only  23  miles  from  Ohattanooga,  going 
north,  it  may  be  stated  as  a  fact  that  nearly  all  of  the  freight 
traffic  received  from  other  carriers  was  carried  over  the  entire 
distance  between  Chattanooga  and  Atlanta,  the  termini  of 
the  road. 

7,  Bates  from  Cincinnati  to  Calhoun,  Adairsville  and  Kings- 
ton are  higher  than  the  rates  to  Atlanta  on  all  classes  except 
class  6.  To  Cartersville,  Acworth  and  Marietta  they  are 
higher  on  all  classes.  To  bring  rates  to  these  points  down 
to  the  level  of  Atlanta  rates  will  require  the  following  reduc- 
tions per  hundred  pounds : 

ClaBses....  1  a3  45BABCDEHF 
Calh'nGta.  23333  6543Q48 

AdalTBv'ie  56554  764^4660 

KingBton.  88775  87       sj      3787 

CarterBv'lll    II       9       8       6  1       9       S       6       5       8       9      llj 

Aowortb..l7    IS      IB      W       8  3      11      10       7       6      10     11      13 

K»rletta..aO    17      15      11       9  4      lO      10       7       6       8      12      14 

VlniiigB...16    14      13      10        9  5        8        8        5^      S        9      10      11^ 

Rates  on  classes  A,  B,  C,  D,  E,  H  and  F  are  also  some- 
what higher  to  Ringgold  and  Dalton  than  to  Atlanta,  but 
they  are  lower  to  these  points  on  classes  1  to  6,  inclusive. 
There  is  noevidence  showing  even  approximately  the  amount 
of  tralBc  carried  to  Calhoun,  Adairsville,  Kingston,  Carters- 
ville, Acworth  and  Marietta,  from  points  on  other  lines,  but, 
as  stated  in  the  last  finding,  the  bulk  of  the  traffic  received 
from  connecting  and  other  carriers  was  carried  over  the 
whole  length  of  the  road,  and  therefore  the  number  of  tons 
shipped  from  Cincinnati  and  other  northerly  points  to  Cal- 
houn and  other  more  distant  intermediate  stations  must  have 
been  comparatively  insiguifieant. 

The  rates  per  ton  per  mile  on  the  highest  and  lowest  classes 
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from  Cincinnati  and  Chattanooga  to  the  above-named  sta- 
tions on  the  Western  &  Atlantic  road  are  as  follows : 

BATES  PER  TON  PEB  MILE. 

From  Cincinnati.  From  Chattanooga. 

Class  1    Class  A    Miles.  Class  1    Class  A    Miles. 

Chattanooga 4.52  c.  1.19  c.  336 

Ringgold 5.46*'  1.74"  359  19.13  c.  9.56  c.  38 

Dalton 5.51"  1.50"  874  14.21"  6.81"  88 

Calhoun 5.50  "  1.72  "  396  11.00  "  4.66  "  60 

Adairsvllle 5.53  "  1.73  "  405  10.44  "  4.34  "  68 

Kingston 5.54  "  1.74  "  415  9.87  "  4.05  "  79 

Cartersville 5.54 "  1.74  "  426  9.38  **  8.78  "  90 

Acworth 5.65  "  1.78  **  439  9.33  "  8.69  •*  108 

Marietta 6.61  "  1.68  "  453  8.73  "  3.43  **  117 

Vinings 5.31  "  1.55  "  463  8.50  "  3.30  **  137 

Atlanta 4.51  "  1.18  **  474  8.26  "  3.19  "  188 

Case  No.  314. 

8.  This  route  is  from  New  York  and  other  North  Atlantic 
ports  over  the  through  water  and  rail  line  formed  by  steam- 
ships of  the  Clyde  Steamship  Company  delivering  at  Charles- 
ton to  the  South  Carolina  Railway  which  connects  with  and 
delivers  to  the  Georgia  Railroad  at  Augusta ;  the  points  of 
destination  being  located  on  and  along  the  latter  line,  which 
terminates  at  Atlanta.  The  intermediate  points  to  which 
rates  are  complained  of  as  being  higher  than  for  the  longer 
distance  to  Atlanta,  are  Greensboro,  Madison,  Social  Circle, 
Covington,  Conyers  and  Stone  Mountain. 

This  will  hereinafter  be  called  "The  Augusta- Atlanta  Fart 
AVater  Route,"  an  outline  of  which  appears  by  the  following 
diagram,  on  next  page. 

The  Georgia  Railroad  is  owned  by  the  defendant  the  Geor- 
gia Railroad  <fe  Banking  Company,  and  jointly  operated  under 
lease  by  the  defendants,  the  Louisville  &  Nashville  Railroad 
Company  and  the  Central  Railroad  &  Banking  Company  of 
Georgia. 

Freight  is  carried  over  this  route  to  the  points  above  men- 
tioned under  through  bills  from  the  point  of  shipment.  The 
facts  before  stated  with  reference  to  the  Chattanoga-Atlanta 
route  in  regard  to  competing  lines  for  Atlanta  traffic,  includ- 
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ing  free  delivery  of  freight  at  that  point,  apply  also  to  this 
route. 

The  Augusta- Atlanta  Fart  Water  Boute. 
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9.  Bates  to  Augusta  and  Atlanta  are  divided  between  the 
carriers  upon  a  proportionate  basis.  Bates  to  points  inter- 
mediate between  Augusta  and  Atlanta  are  combination  rates 
made  up  of  rates  to  the  terminal  points  with  locals  added. 
Charges  to  these  intermediate  points  are  based  as  follows : 
Greensboro  and  Madison  on  the  Augusta  rate ;  Social  Circle^ 
classes  1  and  B  on  Atlanta ;  Classes  3,  4,  5,  6,  A,  C,  D,  E,  H 
and  F  on  Augusta ;  class  2  on  either  Augusta  or  Atlanta ; 
Covington,  classes  1,  2,  3,  A  and  B  on  Atlanta,  the  others  on 
Augusta ;  Conyers,  classes  1,  2,  3,  4,  A,  B  and  H  on  Atlanta ; 
Classes  6,  C,  D,  E  and  F  on  Augusta,  and  class  3  on  either ; 
Stone  Mountain,  Classes  D  and  F  on  Augusta,  Class  C  on 
either,  and  the  other  classes  on  Atlanta. 

When  rates  are  based  on  Atlanta,  they  consist  of  the  charge 
through  the  point  of  destination  to  Atlanta,  plus  the  local 
back.     The  following  table  shows  the  rates  : 
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From  New  York,  Philadelphia,  etc.,  via  Chablebton  to  Geoboia  Rail* 

BOAD  Stations.   * 
Classes.  1       2         8       456ABODBHF 

Augusta 96      .81      .70    58    47    87    28    42    81^    81    43    64    61 

Greensboro 1.87    1.18    1.02    87    69    54    45    69    41^    41    65    88    82| 

Madison 1.44    1.28    1.07    89    71    56    47    60    48     42    67    85    84 

Social  Circle....  1.44    1.25    1.09    90    72    57    48    61    48i    42}  68    86    85 

Covington 1.41    1.22    1.08    91    78    58    48    60    44     48    69    87    86 

Conyers 1.88    1.19    1.05    90    74    59    47    59    44}    48    70    85    87} 

Stone  Mount'n.  1.82    1.14    1.01    85    71584557    47     44698089} 
Atlanta 1.14      .98      .86    78    6049864840      89586878 

LooAL  Rates  on  Gbobqia  R.  R.  fbom  Augttbta. 

Classes. 
To  Miles.  128456ABODEF 

Greensboro 88  41  87  82  29    22    17    17    17  11  10    22    21} 

Madison 108  48  42  87  81    24    19    19    19  11}  11    24    28 

Social  Circle 119  51  44  89  82    25    20    20    20  12  11}  25    24 

Covington 130  54  46  41  88    26    21    21    21  12}  12    26    25 

Conyers 140  57  48488427222222  18  12}2726} 

Stone  Mountain....  155  62  52  46  86    29    24    24    24  14}  18    29    28} 

Atlanta 171  6454  47  8780252525  15}  14}  8081 

The  evidence  does  not  show  how  rates  to  Atlanta  are 
divided  between  the  carriers  over  this  route.  The  Commis- 
sion has  reason  to  believe,  however,  that  these  rates  are 
divided  upon  a  mileage  basis,  the  Clyde  line  being  allowed 
250  miles  for  the  distance  to  Charleston.  On  the  basis  of 
such  mileage  the  divisions  of  the  rate  to  Atlanta,  $1.14  first 
class,  would  be  about  51  cents  for  the  Clyde  line's  250  miles 
to  Charleston;  29  cents  for  the  South  Carolina  road's  137 
miles  to  Augusta,  and  34  cents  for  the  Georgia  road's  171 
miles  to  Atlanta. 

The  rates  per  ton  per  mile  to  the  Georgia  Railroad  stations 

from  Augusta  on  the  highest  and  lowest  class  rates  are  as 

follows : 

Class  1.     *  Class  D. 

Greensboro 9.88  cents.  2.41  oentB. 

Madison 9.82  "  2.14 

Social  Circle 8.57  **  1.98 

Covington 8.80  *'  1.84 

Conyers 8.14  "  1.78 

Stone  Mountain 8.00  "  1.68 

Atlanta 7.49  "  1.70 


The  through  first-class  rate,  rail  or  water  and  rail,  from 
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Now  York  to  Chattanooga  is  $1.14,  the  same  as  the  water  and 
rail  rate  to  Atlanta,  and  is  in  effect  over  all  routes.  The 
iirst-class  all-rail  rate  to  Atlanta  is  $1.22,  water  and  rail  $1.14; 
to  Augusta  the  all-rail  rate  is  $1.04,  and  by  water  and  rail  it 
is  9()  cents.  But  the  first-class  rate  to  Augusta  or  Atlanta 
from  Cincinnati  is  $1.07,  while  to  Chattanooga  it  is  76  cents. 
From  Baltimore  to  Augusta  the  all-rail  charge  is  97  cents, 
while  the  water  and  rail  rate  is  89  cents ;  to  Atlanta  the  water 
and  rail  rate  is  $1.07,  and  by  all  rail  it  is  $1.15.  Bates  on  the 
other  classes  are  similarly  adjusted.  A  full  statement  of 
through  rates  to  various  important  basing  points  from  New 
York,  Baltimore  and  Cincinnati  is  hereinafter  set  forth. 

10.  Of  the  intermediate  points  mentioned,  namely,  Greens* 
boro,  Madison,  Social  Circle,  Conyers,  Covington  and  Stone 
Mountain,  only  two,  Madison  and  Social  Circle,  are  junction 
points.  At  Madison  the  Georgia  Bailroad  connects  with  the 
branch  of  the  Richmond  &  Danville  running  between  Macon 
and  Lula  on  the  Atlanta  &  Charlotte  division  of  the  main 
line.  The  distance  from  Lula  to  Madison  is  72  miles ;  the 
distance  from  Lula  to  Atlanta  by  the  Itichmond  &  Danville 
is  66  miles — practically  the  same  distance.  At  Social  Circle 
the  Georgia  Railroad  connects  with  the  GainesviUe,  Jefferson 
&  Southern  Railroad,  which  extends  from  Social  Circle  to 
Gainesville,  a  distance  of  52  miles,  where  it  connects  with 
the  Atlanta  k>  Charlotte  division  of  the  Richmond  &  Danville 
line.  The  distance  from  Atlanta  to  Gainesville  by  the  Rich- 
mond &  Danville  is  53  miles,  about  the  same  as  from  Social 
Circle  to  Gainesville.  The  first-class  water  and  rail  rate  from 
New  York  to  Madison  or  Social  Circle  is  $1.44  as  against 
$1.14  to  Atlanta.  The  fact  that  different  lines  run  to  these 
two  points  has  not  compelled  reductions  in  rates  thereto,  but 
it  was  stated  in  evidence  that  the  fact  of  direct  railroad  con- 
nection between  Madison  and  Macon  would  soon  be  likely 
to  cause  a  lowering  of  rates  to  Madison,  the  short  water  and 
rail  route  from  New  York  being  through  Brunswick  and 
Macon. 

11.  Tlio  following  is  taken  from  the  report  of  the  Georgia 
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Bailroad  Company  to  the  Commission  for  the  year  ending 
June  30,  1891.  The  report  states  in  regard  to  ^'Capital 
Stock"  as  follows:  ^'The  franchise  owned  by  the  lessee 
organization  is  not  capitalized.  Said  franchise  is  a  lease  of 
the  Georgia  B.  B.  and  branches  (not  including  Banking 
Department)  for  a  period  of  99  years  from  and  after  April  1, 
1881,  at  a  rental  of  $600,000  per  annum,  payable  by  the  les- 
see organization,  $300,000  on  April  1,  and  $300,000  on  Octo*  . 
ber  1,  in  each  year."  It  has  no  "  Funded  Debt."  Its  "  Cur- 
rent LiabiUties"  are  $835,223.35,  which  includes  $600,976.47, 
which  is  designated  as  *'  Ownership  Debt,"  and  is  explained 
by  a  foot  note :  ''  The  owners  of  the  lease  have  advanced  to 
the  lessee  organization."  The  **  Cost  of  Boad,  Equipment, 
and  Permanent  Improvements  "  is  reported  by  the  lessor 
organization.  Howeyer,  the  lessee  expended  dniing  the  year 
in  improvements  which  it  included  in  ^'Operating  Expenses,** 
$185,399.79.  The ''  Gross  Earnings  from  Operation  "  were  $1,- 
905,159.94.  "  Operating  Expenses,"  $1,236,796.66.  "  Income 
from  Operation,"  $668,363.29.  "  Income  from  other  sources," 
$60,618.00.  "Total  Income,"  $728,981.29.  IVom  this  **  Total 
Income"  there  was  paid  as  "Deductions  from  Income," 
$610,302.42,  of  which  $600,000  was  on  account  of  rental  paid 
for  the  use  of  the  road.  This  leaves  the  "  Net  Income  "  $118,- 
678.87,  which  was  carried  to  "  Surplus  from  operations  of 
year  ending  June  30,  1891."  On  June  30,.  1890,  there  was  a 
"Deficit"  of  $484,479.47,  which  would  leave  the  "Deficit  on 
June  30,  1891,"  $365,800.60.  The  "Freight  Bevenue"  was 
$1,291,732.69,  from  which  there  were  repayments  on  account 
of  "  Overcharge  to  Shippers  "  and  "  Other  Bepayments"  of 
$16,751.20,  which  leaves  the  "Total  Freight  Bevenue"  $1,- 
274,981.49.  The  road  also  received  other  freight  earnings  on 
account  of  "  Stock  Yards,"  "  Elevators,"  and  "  Other  Items," 
$538.90,  making  its  "Total  Freight  Earnings"  $1,276,620.39. 
The  total  "Assets "  shown  in  the  "  Comparative  General 
Balance  Sheet,"  including  the  "  Cash  and  Current  Assets,** 
"  Materials  and  Supplies  "  and  "  Profit  and  Loss  '*  (deficit), 
were  $963,150.70.  The  "  LiabiUties,"  in  addition  to  the  "Cur- 
rent Liabilities,"  heretofore  referred  to,  were,  "Agents* 
Deposits,"  $20,900.00,  and  "Annual  Inventory,"  $10^ '^Wl 
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Eef erring  to  the  "  Freight  Traffic  "  of  this  road,  it  appears 
that  the  *'  Number  of  tons  carried  of  freight  earning  revenue" 
was  669,784.  The  "  Number  of  tons  carried  one  mile "  was 
90,370,108,  which  indicates  that  the  ''Averc^e  distance  haul 
of  one  ton  "  was  135  miles.  The  "  Averc^e  receipts  per  ton 
per  mile  "  were  .01,411  cents ;  the  "  Estimated  cost  of  carry- 
ing one  ton  per  mile"  was  .00,935  cents.  Of  the  "Number  of 
tons  carried  of  freight  earning  revenue,"  it  appears  that  180,- 
730  tons  originated  on  this  road,  and  489,054  tons  were 
"  Received  from  connecting  roads  and  other  carriers." 

Case  No.  325. 

12.  In  this  case  the  transportation  involved  is  from  Cin- 
cinnati and  other  Ohio  river  points  over  the  Cincinnati,  New 
Orleans  &  Texas  Pacific  to  Chattanooga,  or  else  to  the  same 
point  on  the  Louisville  &  Nashville  and  Nashville,  Chatta- 
nooga &  St.  Louis  roads,  and  from  Chattanooga  to  Atlanta 
by  either  the  East  Tennessee  or  the  Western  &  Atlantic ; 
from  Atlanta  the  traffic  goes  to  the  several  destinations  on 
the  lines  of  the  Atlanta  &  West  Point  and  Western  Railway 
of  Alabama,  to  wit,  Grantville,  IlogansviUe,  La  Grange,  West 
Point  and  Shorters,  shorter  distance  points  to  which  rates  are 
complained  of,  and  Opelika  and  Montgomery,  the  longer  dis- 
tance points — Opelika  being  nearer,  however,  than  Shorters 
to  Atlanta. 

This  route  will  be  called  the  Atlanta  &  West  Point  All- 
Rail  Route,  and  is  shown  on  opposite  page. 

Traffic  is  carried  under  through  bills  to  the  several  destina- 
tions, but  the  NashviUe,  Chattanooga  &  St.  Louis  does  not 
participate  in  traffiic  to  points  between  Montgomery  and 
West  Point  except  on  consignments  from  points  on  the  Ohio 
River  below  Henderson,  and  such  consignments  probably  go 
via  the  Louisville  &  Nashville,  from  Nashville  and  through 
Montgomery  instead  of  Atlanta ;  but  freight  from  any  other 
Ohio  River  point  for  stations  on  the  Atlanta  &  West  Point,  in- 
cluding West  Point,  may  go  over  its  line  through  Chattanooga 
and  be  forwarded  via  Atlanta.  Therefore  traffic  from  points 
below  Henderson  to  points  on  the  Western  Railway  of  Ala- 


B.  B.  COMMISSION  OF  QEO.  V.  CLYDE  STEAMSHIP  CO.  BT  AL.   347 

bama,  except  West  Foiat,  going  over  the  K.  G.  &  St.  L.  does 
not  pass  through  the  mtermediate  points  above  named,  and 
snch  points  are  longer  instead  of  shorter  distance  points  as  to 
traffic  80  shipped  and  rottted. 

The  AxUkMTA  abd  West  Point  All  Bail  Botm. 


(TTilff**^ 


^Tt-AtlTA, 


The  LonisTille  &,  Nashville  operates  its  own  lines  from  Oin- 
cinnati,  Loaisville,  Owensboro,  Evansville,  Henderson  and 
other  points  on  the  Ohio  Biver,  through  Kashville,  Deoator  and 
Birmingham,  to  Montgomery,  and  freights  from  those  points 
consigned  over  its  road  for  Montgomery  and  poinfa  on  the 
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Western  Kailway  of  Alabama  are  carried  over  this  line 
instead  of  the  route  through  Chattanooga  and  Atlanta  men- 
tioned in  the  complaint,  but  it  does  send  traffic  by  the  route 
complained  of  to  Atlanta  &  West  Point  stations  east  of  West 
Point.  West  Point  freight  goes  over  the  Montgomery  route, 
unless  directed  to  be  forwarded  via  Atlanta.  The  distance 
from  Cincinnati  to  Montgomery  by  the  Louisville  &  Nash- 
ville is  600  miles ;  by  the  Atlanta  &  West  Point  route  it  is 
649  miles  ;  but  the  shortest  distance  to  Montgomery  from  Cin- 
cinnati is  by  the  Cincinnati,  New  Orleans  &  Texas  Pacific  to 
Birmingham,  478  miles,  and  the  LouisviUe  &  Nashville  from 
that  point  to  Montgomery,  96  miles ;  total  574  miles.  Mont- 
gomery can  therefore  be  reached  from  Cincinnati  and  other 
Ohio  Kiver  points  over  shorter  routes  than  the  one  involved 
in  this  controversy. 

The  Louisville  &  Nashville  connects  at  Birmingham  with 
the  Columbus  &  Western  Kailroad,  operated  by  the  Central 
of  Georgia,  and  extending  from  that  point  to  Opelika  and 
Columbus.  The  distance  from  Cincinnati  to  Birmingham  by 
the  Louisville  &  Nashville  is  504  miles,  and  from  Birming- 
ham to  Opelika  by  the  Columbus  &  Western  it  is  128  miles, 
a  total  of  632  miles.  The  distance  from  Cincinnati  to  Opel- 
ika by  the  Atlanta  route  is  583  miles ;  by  the  Louisville  & 
Nashville  to  Montgomery  and  Western  of  Alabama  it  is  666 
miles ;  and  by  the  Cincinnati,  New  Orleans  &  Texas  Pacific 
through  Montgomery  it  is  640  miles.  The  Cincinnati^  New 
Orleans  &  Texas  Pacific  is  the  short  line  to  Birmingham 
from  Cincinnati,  being  478  miles,  and,  in  connection  with  the 
Columbus  <fe  Western,  Opelika  is  606  miles  from  Cincinnati 
by  this  route.  The  distance  from  Montgomery  to  Shorters, 
one  of  the  shorter  distance  points  mentioned  in  the  com- 
plaint, is  23  miles,  and  the  mileage  from  Cincinnati  to  Short- 
ers Via  Montgomery  is  only  597  miles,  while  via  Atlanta  it  is 
626  miles.  The  evidence  does  not  show  how  the  Cincinnati, 
New  Orleans  &  Texas  Pacific  routes  its  traffic  to  stations  on 
the  Western  Railway  of  Alabama  between  Montgomery  and 
West  Point.  The  shortest  distance  from  Cincinnati  to  West 
Point  is  by  the  Atlanta  route,  561  miles,  and  the  bulk  of 
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freight  for  that  point  may  go  that  way  when  shipped  OYer  the 
Cincinnati,  New  Orleans  &  Texas  Pacific. 

13.  Montgomery  is  situate  upon  the  Alabama  BiYer,  which, 
empties  into  Mobile  bay.  There  is  possible  direct  water  com- 
munication between  points  on  the  Ohio  BiYcr  and  Montgom-^ 
ery,  and  some  water  competition  on  freight  from  western  and 
Ohio  BiYer  points  has  existed  for  six  or  scYen  years.  The  all- 
water  competition  was  not  shown  to  be  actiYe  imder  railroad 
rates  now  in  effect.  The  Mobile  A  Ohio  Bailroad  carries 
freight  from  St.  Louis  to  Mobile  at  the  prcYailing  low  rate» 
and  this  can  come  up  the  riYcr  to  Montgomery. 

Two  lines  of  steamers  run  up  the  Alabama  BiYer  from 
Mobile.  There  is  water  transportation  of  freights  from  east- 
em  points  to  Mobile  also,  one  line  being  the  New  York  A 
Mobile  Steamship  Company.  No  water  route  extends  to 
Opelika,  but  the  Apalachicola  and  Chattahoochee  riYcrs  are 
navigable  from  Apalachicola  up  to  Columbus  except  during  a 
portion  of  the  summer.  It  was  not  shown,  howcYer,  that 
this  route  is  much  used  except  for  lumber  ships,  or  that  it 
can  be  extensiYely  employed  by  all  Yessels  imtil  the  channel 
is  materially  improYcd.  Columbus  is  29  miles  from  Opelika^ 
and  connected  therewith  by  the  Columbus  A  Western  road, 
operated  by  the  Central  of  Georgia.  There  is  competition 
by  eastern  cities,  as  Baltimore,  Philadephia,  New  York  and 
Boston,  over  all  rail  and  water  and  rail  lines  through  South 
Atlantic  ports  for  the  sale  of  traffic  in  Montgomery,  Opelika 
and  aU  points  in  Georgia  and  Alabama  territory. 

14.  Bates  to  West  Point,  Opelika  and  Montgomery  are 
divided  between  the  carriers  upon  an  agreed  basis,  but  those 
in  effect  to  Grautville,  Hogansville,  La  Grange  and  Short    ra 
are  found  by  the  addition   of  locals  and  rates  to  Atlan 
Montgomery  or  Opelika,  whichever  gives  the  lowest  com 
tion.     Opelika  rates  are  adjusted  with  reference  to 
gomery  rates,  and  West  Point  rates  are  based  upon 
Montgomery  or  Opelika,  whichever  gives  the  lowest  : 

but  West  Point  rates  are  the  subject  of  agreement  I       h 
the  lines. 
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The  following  table  ahows  rates  from  Cincinnati,  Ohio,  to 

stations  on  the  Atlanta  &  West  Point  and  Western  Boilwaj 
of  Alabama: 
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Bates  as  above  taken  from  Louisville  &  Nashville,  8.  E., 
No.  20,  eflfective  March  16,  1892,  and  Louisville  Tariflf  of 
Arb.  No.  012,  S.  E.,  January  12,  1892. 
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The  following  statement  shows  the  rate  per  ton  per  mile  on 
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the  highest  and  lowest  classes,  according  to  the  shortest  mile- 
age over  any  route  from  Cincinnati : 

To  Miles.    Class  1.  cts.    Class  D.  cts. 

Atlanta 474  4.61  1.01 

Grantville 525  5.83  1.22 

Hogansvllle 582  5.89  1.22 

La  Grange 545  5.88  1.21 

West  Point 561  4.81  1.19 

Opelika 588  4.01  0.98 

Shorters 597  4.55  1.07 

Montgomery 574  8.76  0.76 

FoUowing  is  a  statement  showing  the  rate  per  ton  per  mile 
to  local  stations  from  points  on  which  rates  to  these  local 
stations  are  based : 

Rate  per  ton  per  mile  of  Local  Rates. 

From  Atlanta  to  Class  1.  Class  D. 

Grantville 12. 94  cts.  8.14  cts. 

Hogansvllle 12.58    **  2.98   ** 

La  Grange 11.12   **  2.58   ** 

From  Montgomery  to 

Shorters 24.85   **  8.70   ** 

15.  The  Atlanta  &  West  Point  and  Western  Railway  of 
Alabama  are  corporations  independent  of  each  other,  bnt  for 
purposes  of  economy  the  roads  are  operated  under  one  set 
of  officers  and  the  same  crews,  cars  and  engines  run  over 
both  lines.  The  following  financial  statements  are  made  up 
from  reports  to  the  Commission  of  these  companies  for  the 
year  ending  June  30,  1891 : 

Atlanta  &  West  Point  Railroad  Company :  The  "  Capital 
Stock"  of  this  road  was Sl,232,200;  "Funded  Debt,"  $1,232,- 
200 ;  "  Cun-e^it  Liabilities,"  S95,067.78  ;  "  Cost  of  Road,  Equip- 
ment and  Permanent  Improvements."  $2,464,400.  The 
"Gross  Earnings  from  Operation "  were  8483,053.50;  "Oper- 
ating Expenses,"  $343,689.45 ;  "  Income  from  Operation," 
$139,364.05.  There  was  paid  from  this  as  "  Deductions  from 
Income,"  $86,878.32,  leaving  "Net  Income"  $52,485,73. 
There  was  also  paid  a  dividend  of  6  per  cent,  on  common 
stock  of  $73,932,  leaving  the  "Deficit  from  Operations  of 
Year  ending  June  30,  1891,"  $21,446.'z7.     There  was  a  "Sur- 
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plus  on  June  30,  1890  *'  of  $124,359.28,  which  would  make 
the  "Surplus  on  June  30, 1891"  $102,913.01.  The  "Freight 
Eevenue  "  was  $274,651.80,  from  which  there  was  repaid  as 
"  Overcharge  to  Shippers"  $7,100.83,  which  leaves  the  "Total 
Freight  Bevenue  "  $267,550.97.  In  addition  to  the  "  Cost  of 
Bead  "  heretofore  referred  to,  the  road  returns  in  its  "  Com- 
parative General  Balance  Sheet,"  as  "Assets,"  ''Cash  and 
Current  Assets,"  $180,337.85 ;  "  Materials  and  Supplies,"  $17,- 
642.94.  Its  only"Liabmties"  in  addition  to  the  "Capital 
Stock,"  "Funded  Debt"  and  "Current  Liabilities"  hereinbe- 
fore referred  to,  are  the  "  Profit  and  Loss  "  (surplus),  $102,- 
913.01.  The  "  Grand  Total"  of  the  Balance  Sheet  is  $2,662,- 
380.79. 

Befening  to  the  "  Freight  Traffic,"  it  appears  that  the 
"Number  of  tons  carried  of  freight  earning  revenue"  was 
196,300.  The  "  Number  of  tons  carried  one  mile  "  was  13,- 
761,055,  which  indicates  that  the"  Average  distance  haul  of 
one  ton  "  was  70  miles.  The  "  Averi^e  receipts  per  ton  per 
mile"  were  1.944  cents;  the  "Estimated  cost  of  carrying 
one  ton  per  one  mile,"  1.245  cents.  Of  the*  "  Number  of 
tons  carried  of  freight  earning  revenue,"  109,716  tons  orig- 
inated on  this  road,  and  86,584  tons  were  "Beceived  from 
connecting  roads  and  other  carriers." 

Western  Bailway  Company  of  Alabama:  The  "Capital 
Stock  "  of  tliis  road  is  $3,000,000;  "Funded  Debt,"  $1,543,- 
000 ;  "  Current  Liabihties,"  $168,771.38.  The  "  Cost  of  Boad, 
Equipment  and  Permanent  Improvements"  is  $4,543,000. 
The  "  Gross  Earnings  from  Operation "  were  $572,220.49 ; 
"  Operating  Expenses,"  $400,911.19,  which  leaves  an  "  Income 
from  Operation  "of  $171,309.30.  The  "Income  from  other 
sources  "  was  $6,460.46,  making  the  "  Total  Income "  $177,- 
769.76.  From  this  there  was  paid  as  "Deductions  from 
Income,"  $137,617.31,  leaving  the  "Net  Income  "  $40,152.45, 
which  was  carried  to  "  Surplus  from  Operations  of  year  end- 
ing June  30,  1891."  The  "  Surplus  on  June  30, 1890,"  was 
$47,990.40,  wliich  would  make  the  "  Surplus  on  June  30, 1891," 
$88,142.85.  The  "Freight  Bevenue"  was  $340,802.21,  from 
which  there  were  repayments  on  account  of  "Overchai^e  to 
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Shippers"   of  $5,499.29,   leaving  the  "Total  Freight  Beve- 
nue"  $335,302.92. 

Beference  to  the  "  Comparative  General  Balance  Sheet," 
discloses  that  in  addition  to  the  "  Cost  of  Boad  "  heretofore 
referred  to,  the  road  has  "  Assets "  of  "  Cash  and  Current 
Assets,"  204,792.87 ;  "  Materials  and  Supplies,"  $52,121.36, 
making  the  "  Grand  Total "  of  the  "  General  Balance  Sheet" 
$4,799,914.23.  Its  "Liabilities,"  in  addition  to  the  "Capital 
Stock,"  "Funded  Debt"  and  "  Current  Liabilities"  were  the 
"Profit  and  Loss "  (surplus),  $88,142.85.  Beference  to  the 
"Freight  Traffic"  shows  that  the  "Number  of  tons  carried 
of  freight  earning  revenue  "  was  320,428.  The  "  Number  of 
tons  carried  one  mile  "  was  20,323,159,  which  shows  that  the 
"Average  distance  haul  of  one  ton  "was  63  milesL  The 
"  Average  receipts  per  ton  per  mile"  were  1.650  cents,  and  the 
"Estimated  cost  of  carrying  one  ton  one  mile"  was  1.061  cents. 
Of  the  "  Number  of  tons  carried  of  freight  earning  revenue," 
148,474  tons  originated  on  this  road,  and  171,954  tons  were 
"  Beceived  from  connecting  roads  and  other  carriers." 

Case  No.  315. 

16.  This  was  the  next  case  heard,  and  the  route  is  a  water 
and  rail  line  from  New  Tork  and  other  North  Atlantic  ports 
by  steamships  of  the  Ocean  Steamship  Company  to  Savan- 
nah, which  delivers  to  the  Central  Bailroad  of  Georgia  for 
carriage  to  points  on  its  Southwestern  Division  beginning  at 
Macon.  The  points  involved  are  situate  on  two  terminating 
roads,  botii  in  the  same  division  of  the  Central  of  Georgia 
system.  These  points  are,  1,  Everett's,  Butler,  (Geneva  and 
Schatulga,  shorter  distance  points,  and  Columbus,  the  longer 
distance  point,  2,  Smith ville,  Dawson  and  Cuthbert,  shorter 
distance  points,  and  Georgetown,  the  longer  distance  point. 
These  terminal  roads  will  hereinafter  be  called  the  Columbus 
Branch  and  the  Georgetown  Branch,  respectively.  A  draw- 
ing of  this  route  is  here  given  under  the  title  of — 
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The  MAcoN-GoLUMBus-OBoBaiBTowN  Pabt  Water  Boitte. 


MtwYftiiK. 


The  Central  Bailroad  of  Oeorgia  has  docie  traffic  relationB 
with  the  Ocean  Steamship  line.  Traffic  over  ibis  route  is 
carried  under  through  bills  to  the  several  destinations. 


17.  Bates  to  the  shorter  and  longer  distance  points  are 
straight  rates,  and  are  not  based  on  a  combination  of  rates  to 
and  from  basing  points.  The  highest  first-class  rate  to  anj 
point  is  $1.31,  and  the  lowest  is  $1.14,  except  to  Macon,  $1.09, 
and  Albany,  which  takes  the  Macon  rate.  Macon  is  a  shorter 
distance  from  New  York  than  any  of  the  stations  on  this  divis* 
ion,  and  Albany  is  not  "on  the  same  line'*  with  the  aliorter 
and  longer  distance  points  directly  involved  in  thi3  caae-  The 
table  shown  below  sets  forth  the  rates  to  various  points  on  this 
division,  but  as  above  stated  rates  are  compl^iiiecl  of  only  to 
Everett's,  Butler,  Geneva  and  Schatulga  on  the  Oolnmbns 
Branch,  and  Smithville,  Dawson  and  Cut^be^t  on  tbe  Qeo|ge- 
town  Branch. 
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Statembnt  showing  Class  Rates  from  New  York,  N.  Y.,  Philadklphia» 
Pa.,  etc.,  to  the  following  Stations  on  the  SouTHWSSTBBtr  DiviBiOBr 
OF  THE  Central  Railroad  of  Gborgla,  Januabt  20, 1S93. 

Distance     from  Per 

Macon,  Ga.,  bbL 

To              Miles.  1      2      8      466ABODEHF 

Everett's 86  .131  .111  .98  .82  .67  .56  .46  .62  .40  .87  .67  .78  .7H 

Butter 50  .131  .111  .98  .83  .69  .56  .46  .68.41  .88  .67  .78  .78 

Geneva 70  .131  .111  .98  .83  .69  .56  .46  .54  .42  .89  .67  .78  .80 

Schatulga 91  .131  .111  .98  .83  .69  .56  .46  .55  .48  .40  .67  .78  .82 

Columbus 100  .114  .098  .86  .73  .60  .49  .36  .48  .40  .89  .58  .68  .78 

To  Macon 109  .096  .83  .70  .59  .48  .34  .47  .35  .84  .52  .60  .58 

Fort  Valley 29  .114  .098  .86  .73  .60  .49  .36  .48  .40  .37  .68  .68  .76^ 

Marshvllle 37  .114  .098  .86  .73  .60  .49  .36  .48  .40  .37  .58  .68  .75^ 

Montezuma 49  .114  .098  .86  .73  .60  .49  .36  .48  .40  .38  .58  .68  .78 

Americus 71  .114  .098  .86  .73  .60  .49  .36  .48  .40  .89  .68  .68  .78 

Leesburgh 96  .131  .111  .98  .83  .69  .66  .46  .55  .41  .40  .67  .78  .81 

Albany 107  .109  .096  .83  .70  .69  .48  .34  .47  .36  .84  .62  .60  .68 

SmithvlUe 83  .131  .111  .98  .83  .69  .56  .46  .55  .41  .89  .67  .78  .80 

Dawson 98  .131  .111  .98  .83  .69  .56  .46  ^55  .42  .40  .67  .78  .81 

Cuthbert 118  .131  .111  .98  .83.69  .56  .46  .66  .42  .39  .67  .78  .82 

Georgetown 141  .114  .098  .86  .73  .60  .49  .36  .48  .40  .39  .68  .68  .78 

At  Columbus  the  following  Hues  centre :  The  Central  of 
Georgia,  Southwestern  Division,  and  the  Columbus  &  West- 
ern Division,  which  runs  to  Birmingham ;  Georgia  Midlands 
Gulf  to  McDonough ;  Columbus  Southern  to  Albany,  Colum- 
bus &  Rome  to  Greenville,  and  Mobile  &  Girard  to  Searight,. 
the  two  latter  being  also  a  part  of  the  Central  of  (Georgia 
system.  Georgetown  is  the  first  station  east  and  two  miles 
from  Eufaula,  the  terminus  of  the  Georgetown  branch,  and 
takes  Eufaula  rates.  The  Montgomery  &  Eufaula  division 
of  the  Central  of  Georgia  extends  from  Eufaula  to  Montgom- 
ery. Everett's,  Butler  and  Schatulga  have  no  railroad  com- 
munication except  the  Central  of  Georgia.  Smithville  is  the 
junction  of  the  Albany  &  Eufaula,  or  Georgetown,  branches. 
Dawson  has  connection  between  the  Central  of  Georgia  and 
Columbus  Southern.  Cuthbert  is  the  junction  of  the  Gteorge- 
tov/n  road  with  a  branch  for  Fort  Gaines. 

19.  There  is  possible  competition  to  Columbus  and  Eufaula 
from  New  York  by  steamship  to  Jacksonville,  rail  to  the 
Chattahoochee  river,  and  steamer  up  that  river  to  Eufaula 
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and  ColumbuH,  or  by  water  all  the  way  if  a  line  were  estab- 
lished, bnt  under  present  rates  and  navigable  conditions  the 
river  route  is  not  a  dangerous  competitor.  The  various  lines 
all-rail  and  water  and  rail,  which  penetrate  this  territory  are 
competitors  for  the  carrying  trade,  but  the  Central  system 
controls  the  rates  to  Euf aula  and  Oolumbus,  in  a  lai^e  degree, 
except  by  the  river. 

20.  For  the  year  ending  June  30,  1890,  the  "Average 
receipts  per  ton  per  mile  "  of  the  Central  of  Geoi^a  Bailroad 
System  was  1.902  cents,  and  the  "Estimated  cost  of  carry- 
ing one  ton  one  mile"  was  1.428  cents,  .474  cents,  nearly 
half  a  cent  less  than  the  rate  received.  Its  "Net  Income" 
was  $1,026,597.66,  from  which  was  paid  an  8  per  cent,  divi- 
dend on  $7,500,000,  the  entire  "  Capital  Stock,"  amounting  to 
$600,000,  and  the  balance,  $426,697.66,  was  carried  to  the 
"  surplus  "  account,  which  on  June  30, 1890,  was  $960,113.22. 
The  "Number  of  tons  carried  of  freight  earning  revenue" 
was  1,705,683,  of  which  944,521  tons  originated  on  the  road, 
and  761,162  tons  were  "  Beceived  from  connecting  roads  and 
other  carriers."  This  report  is  based  on  an  operated  mileage 
of  1,317.46  miles.  The  report  was  made  by  the  "  Central  Bail 
Boad  and  Banking  Company  of  Georgia." 


Case  No.  316. 

21.  This  is  an  aU-rail  route  from  Cincinnati  and  Ohio  river 
points  over  the  Cincinnati,  New  Orleans  &  Texas  Pacific  Bail- 
way  to  Chattanooga,  the  East  Tennessee,  Virginia  &  Georgia 
to  Atlanta,  and  the  Atlanta  Division  of  the  Central  Bailroad 
of  Georgia  to  the  points  of  consignment  mentioned  in  the 
complaint  as  Jonesboro,  Hampton,  GrifiSn,  Bamesville  and 
Forsyth,  intermediate  stations,  and  Macon  the  terminus,  to 
which,  though  a  longer  distance,  lower  rates  are  chained  thim 
to  the  shorter  distance  points  mentioned.  This  route  is  here 
termed  the  Atlanta-Macon  All-Bail  Boute,  and  is  as  fol- 
lows: 
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Atlanta-Macon  All  Bail  Route. 


CiNCtnNkTi* 


MACON. 


Traffic  goes  over  tills  route  under  through  bills  of  lading  to 
the  various  destinations  named  above.  By  this  line  Atlanta 
is  488  miles  from  Cincinnati  and  103  miles  from  Macon,  making 
the  distance  to  Macon  from  Cincinnati  591  miles.  There  is 
no  water  route  to  Macon,  but  the  same  strong  competition 
exists  between  carriers  and  markets  for  the  Macon  as  for  the 
Atlanta  trade. 

22.  The  same  rates  are  in  effect  to  both  Atlanta  and  Macon 
from  Cincinnati,  except  on  classes  B,  C,  D,  E,  H  and  F,  which 
are  two  cents  higher  to  Macon.  Some  of  the  rates  to  inter- 
mediate points  are  based  on  rates  to  Atlanta  or  Macon,  pltiB 
the  locals  therefrom,  especially  rates  on  the  higher  classed, 
the  others  are  straight  rates.  A  table  of  these  rates  with  dis- 
tances from  Cincinnati  is  here  given : 
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From  Cincinnati,  ClasBee,  rates  in  cents  per  100  pounds.         Per  bU. 

0.,to,     Miles  1  2       d456ABODBHF 

Atlanta,  Ga.488  107  92     81686646288528     24     48    SS    48 

Jonesb'r,  «*  500  129  112     99    88    69    67    89   46    85     80     ftl    68    61^ 

Hampton*' 520  188  115    102    87    71    68    40    47    86^    81     68   78    68 

Oriffln,     *«  581  189  121    107    87    78    67   42    49    86^    88     66    78   65| 

Bamsy'Il  **  548  189  121    107    91    75    60    42    50     87    82^    69    78    66 

Forsyth,  ''  564  181  114    101    86    70    58    40    48    86}    82     65    78    66 

Macon,     *'  591  107  92     81    68    56    46    28    88    88     29     60    56    66 


Bates  taken  from  Cincinnati^  New  Orleans  A  Texas 
B>  Supplement  No.  2.  Through  Tariff  No.  16,  effisotite 
August  24, 1891,  and  through  Freight  Tariff  No.  16  effectlTe 
April  16, 1891. 

The  rates  per  ton  per  mile  on  the  highest  and  lowest  olasses 
are  as  follows : 

To  Class  1.  Class  D. 

Atlanta 4.38  Cents.  .98  Cents. 

Jonesboro 6.07       "  1.18       " 

Hampton 6.12       "  1.19       « 

Griffin 5.23       «  1.20       « 

Bamesville 5.07       "  1.18       " 

Forsyth 4.64       "  1.13       « 

Macon 3.62       "  0.98       "      , 

23.  Jonesboro,  Hampton  and  Forsjtn  liave  no  other  rail- 
road service  than  that  afforded  by  the  Central  of  Georgia 
roads.  Griffin  has  railroad  connection  with  the  Georgia 
Midland  and  Gulf,  and  is  also  the  junction  of  the  Atlanta 
and  Chattanooga  divisions  of  the  Central  of  Georgia.  The 
distance  to  Griffin  from  Cincinnati  over  the  C,  N.  O.  &  T.  P. 
to  Chattanooga  and  the  Central  of  Georgia  from  Chattanooga 
is  534  miles,  only  3  miles  greater  than  by  the  way  of  Atlanta. 
Barnesville  is  the  junction  of  the  Atlanta  Division  and  the 
Upson  County  Branch,  a  16  mile  road  to  Thomastown.  On 
freights  from  New  York,  Philadelphia  and  Boston,  Griffin 
enjoys  the  Atlanta  water  and  rail  rate  of  |1.14  first  dass,  and 
also  the  Atlanta  water  and  rail  rate  from  Baltimore  of  $1.07, 
but  from  Cincinnati  its  first  class  rate  is  as  above  stated 
$1.39.  Macon  has  a  rate  of  $1.09  from  Nelfr  York,  and  $1.02 
from  Baltimore. 
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Cane  No,  326. 

24.  This  case  was  heard  last  of  all,  but  as  the  remaming 
case  refers  only  to  one  commodity,  while  this,  like  the  others, 
extends  to  all  classes  of  freights,  the  facts  pertaining  to  it 
will  be  stated  now.  The  route  here  is  water  and  rail  from 
New  York  and  other  North  Atlantic  ports  via  the  Clyde 
Steamship  line  to  Charleston,  the  South  Carolina  Railway  to 
Augusta,  the  Georgia  Bailroad  to  Atlanta,  and  the  Atlanta 
&  West  Point  and  Western  Eailway  of  Alabama  to  the  desti- 
nations mentioned  in  the  complaint,  which  are  Newnan, 
Grantville,  Hogansville,  La  Grange  and  West  Point,  shorter 
distance  stations  and  Opelika  the  longer  distance  point.  This 
route  is  distinguished  by  the  name : 

"  The  Atlanta  &  West  Point  Part  Wateb  Route.** 


New  YORK. 


ATUA.WTA. 


C.  R.W. 


T0  NCWMAM. 

HoAAN»V«kl.«« 
Ijft^^t  A  <v  ^A  M« C. 


09ML%Kf\' 
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25.  The  rates  are  as  follows : 

From  New  York,  N.Y.  Classes.  Per 

' '    Philadelphia,Pa.  Rates  in  cents  per  100  lbs.  bbL 

1      2     24     5      6     ABCDEHF 
To  AtPnt  W'stFtR.R. 

Atlanta,       Ga 114    98867860  49  86484089686878 

Newnan,        *'  181  111    98    88  69  56  fS 

GrantvlUe,    "  147  128  114    97  80  64  94 

HogansviUe, "  151181116  100  81  65  97 

La  Grange,    **  154  135  118  102  82  66  99 

West  Point,  **  142  124  110    98  77  62  88 

West'n  R.R.  Alabama. 

Opelika,Ala 114    9886    78  60  49  86484089586878 

Bates  taken  from  tariff  issued  by  B.  D.  Carpenter,  Com- 
missioner of  Associated  Railways  of  Virginia  and  the  Caro- 
linas  for  March,  1892  (How  to  Ship). 

Bates  by  the  way  of  the  Ocean  Steamship  line  to  Savannah 
and  the  Central  of  Georgia  and  connections  are  substantially 
the  same. 

Except  Newnan,  the  stations  in  this  case  were  considered 
in  the  findings  under  Case  325,  relating  to  traffic  from  Cin- 
cinnati over  the  Atlanta  &  West  Point  all  rail  route. 

26.  The  distance  by  the  Central  of  Georgia  from  Savannah 
to  Atlanta  is  295  miles,  13  miles  less  than  the  distance  from 
Charleston  to  Atlanta.  The  distance  from  Savannah  to 
Augusta  by  the  Central  of  Georgia  is  132  miles,  6  miles  less 
than  the  mileage  from  Charleston  to  Augusta  by  the  South 
Carolina  road.  The  distance  from  Savannah  to  Opelika  by 
the  Central  of  Georgia  through  Macon  and  Columbus  is  321 
miles,  26  miles  less  than  the  distance  to  Newnan,  the  first 
shorter  distance  point,  over  the  route  from  Charleston,  and 
only  13  miles  greater  than  the  distance  from  Charleston  to 
Atlanta.  The  Central  of  Georgia  route  Savannah  to  Opelika 
is  with  the  exception  of  the  29  miles  from  Columbus,  wholly 
in  the  state  of  Georgia.  Freights  can  be  shipped  by  the 
Central  of  Georgia  from  Savannah  through  Opelika  to  West 
Point  and  La  Grange,  and  carried  over  a  less  distance  than  by 
the  route  from  Charleston  or  the  routes  from  Savannah 
through  Augusta  or  Atlanta.  It  is  only  6  miles  farther  to 
Ho<^ansville  via  Savannah  and  Opelika  than  from  Charleston; 
only  20  miles  greater  distance  to  Grantville,  and  but  4A  miles 
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farther  to  Newnan.  There  is  a  still  shortelr  route  £lrom 
Savannah  to  Opelika,  namely  the  Central  of  Geor^a  to  Lyons, 
75  miles,  the  Savannah,  Amerieus  &  Montgomery,  called  the 
'*  Sam  "  road,  to  Amerieus,  124  miles,  and  the  Central  system 
to  Opelika,  93  miles,  or  292  miles  in  all.  It  is  a  less  distance 
by  this  route  from  Savannah  through  Opelika  to  all  the 
shorter  distance  stations  named  in  the  complaint,  except 
Newnan,  than  from  Charleston. 

From  the  port  of  Brunswick,  Ga.,  Opelika  can  be  reached 
by  the  Savannah,  Florida  &  Western  to  Albany,  169  miles, 
and  the  Central  of  Georgia  to  Opelika,  129  miles,  or  a  dis- 
tance of  298  miles  through.  It  is  nearer  from  Brunswick  via 
Opelika  to  all  the  shorter  distance  points  in  this  case,  except 
Newnan,  than  to  these  points  from  Charleston  via  Atlanta, 
and  it  is  only  21  miles  farther  to  Newnan  from  Brunswick 
than  from  Charleston. 

But  Savannah  traffic  can  also  reach  Newnan  by  the  Central 
of  Georgia  to  Griffin  and  its  Chattanooga  division  over  a 
short  distance  of  288  miles,  7  miles  less  than  the  distance 
from  Savannah  to  Atlanta  and  20  miles  less  than  from 
Charleston  to  Atlanta.  Newnan  is  39  miles  from  Atlanta, 
and  therefore  the  mileage  from  Charleston  to  Newnan  is  347 
miles  as  against  only  288  miles  from  Savannah. 

Case  No.  324. 

27.  This  case  relates  to  rates  on  fertilizers  from  Charleston 
to  points  on  the  Atlanta  &  West  Point  and  Western  Bailway 
of  Alabama.  The  route  from  Charleston  is  all  rail  and  the 
same  as  the  rail  portion  of  the  route  in  Case  No.  326.  The 
destinations  are  also  the  same.  This  route,  denominated  The 
Atlanta  &  West  Point  Fertilizer  Route,  is  set  out  in  the  dia- 
gram on  opposite  page : 

Traffic  is  shipped  under  through  bills  to  the  various 
points. 
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"  The  Atiaiita  A  West  Ponrr  Febtilieeb  Boutb." 

ATLAlfTA.|SS  ^  AUGtnrA. 


Mo^rrGONiEPt. 

28.  The  rates  and  distances  from  Charleston  are  as  follows : 

Rates  on  Fbbtiuzbks  fbom  Chablbston 

Rate  per  ton.   Rateperton 
To                                       DiBtanoe.         Dollars.      perinile,CtB. 
Atlanta 808  8.14  1.08 

Newnan 847  8.85  0.08 

Qrantville 869  8.78  1.04 

HoRansville 866  8.88  1.04 

La  Grange 879  8.89  1.08 

West  Point 896  8.70  0.94 

Opelika 417  aOO  0.78 

Montgomery 488  8.00  0.68 

These  rates  are  the  same  as  those  in  effect  from  Savannah 
to  the  same  points  over  a  route  to  the  shorter  distance  pointa 
mentioned  which  may  be  wholly  within  the  state  of  Georgia^ 
and  the  rates  from  Savannah  are  subject  to  approval  by  the 
Georgia  Bailroad  Commission,  the  complainant  in  this  case^ 

The  fertilizer  rate  to  Newnan  where  competition  in  carry- 
ing exists  by  the  Central  of  Georgia  is  only  11  cents  more 
than  the  Atlanta  rate,  while  to  Grantville  only  12  miles  far- 
ther from  Atlanta  it  is  58  cents  above  Atlanta  and  47  oenta 
higher  than  the  rate  to  Newnan. 

29.  Fertilizers  are  low  grade  freight  and  much  of  it  comes 
by  water  to  South  Atlantic  ports.  The  rail  rate  per  ton  on 
fertilizers  to  all  stations  beyond  Atlanta  on  the  Atlanta  & 
West  Point  road,  including  West  Point,  is  the  same  frotn 
Richmond,  West  Point,  Norfolk,  Portsmouth  or  Pinneis 
Point,  namely,  $4.35  per  ton,  and  it  is  $3.89  from  Wilming- 
ton, the  same  as  the  rate  from  Charleston  to  La  Qralige  afeid 
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West  Poiot.    Tlie  rate  to  Opelika  fi-om  Wilmington  is  $3.89 
and  from  the  other  ports  it  is  $1.25  per  ton. 

31.  Tlie  following  stiitements  show  rates  by  all  rail  and  raU 
and  water  routes  from  New  York,  Baltimore  and  Cincinnati 
to  tile  more  important  basing  points  in  tlie  territory  nnder 
consideration. 
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Statement  showinq  pbesent  Fbeioht  Katbs  via  Tbunk  Linb  Boutib  oir 

CliASSIFIED  TbaFFIO  TO  GiNOINNATI,  OhIO,  FBOM  THB  EaSZBBN  OIXEM 
NAMED. 

Classee.— In  cents  per  100  lbs. 
From                        To  13         8         4         6         6 

New  York  or  Boston Cincinnati 65       57       44       80       96       8ft 

Philadelphia Cincinnati .59       51       43       28       94       90 

Baltimore CincinnaU 57       48       41        97       98       11^ 
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32.  The  complainant,  the  Georgia  Bailroa^  CJommission, 
under  authority  conferred  by  the  Legislature  of  the  state  of 
Georgia,  has  jurisdiction  of  railroad  transportation  wholly 
within  the  borders  of  that  state,  but  that  commission  has  no 
control  over  passengers  or  property  transported  wholly  by 
railroad,  or  partly  by  railroad  and  partly  by  water  when  both 
are  used,  under  a  common  control,  management  or  arrange- 
ment for  a  continuous  carriage  or  shipment,  between  points 
in  different  states  or  territories  of  the  United  States.  The 
defendants  in  these  several  cases  arrange  for  the  through  car- 
riage of  property  from  Ohio  river  points,  or  North  Atlantic 
ports,  as  the  case  may  be,  to  the  destinations  named  in  the 
complaints.  The  initial  line  accepts  traffic  for  through  car- 
riage and  issues  through  bills  at  rates  of  charge  for  the  whole 
distance.  The  carriers  concerned  receive  the  property  and 
transport  it  on  to  the  point  of  destination  where  it  is  deliv- 
ered to  the  consignee  who  pays  to  the  terminal  carrier  the 
total  expense  of  transportation,  unless  it  has  been  prepaid  by 
the  shipper,  and  the  money  so  collected  is  paid  by  the  carrier 
receiving  it  after  deducting  its  own  share,  to  the  other  carri- 
ers composing  the  through  line  according  to  the  proportion 
which  by  previous  understanding  or  arrangement,  each  is  enti- 
tled to  receive.  The  initial  canier  of  each  route  is  fully 
acquainted  with  the  terms  which  each  of  the  other  carriers 
exacts  for  receiving,  forwarding  and  delivering  traffic. 

The  Western  &  Atlantic,  and  others,  it  may  be  assumed, 
have  soliciting  agents  at  Cincinnati.  The  various  through 
lines  are  represented  at  important  points  of  shipment,  either 
by  their  agents  or  by  railroad  association  officials,  or  by 
agents  of  friendly  initial  carriers  from  those  points. 

33.  The  following  extracts  from  "Rules  Governing  the 
Transportation  of  Freight,"  issued  by  the  Georgia  Bailroad 
Commission  were  put  in  evidence : 

"Rule  6." 

"  liegulatiuns  Concerirhig  Freight  Hates, — The  freight  rates 
prescribed  by  the  Commission  are  maximum  rates,  which 
shall  not  be  transcended  by  the  railroads.     They  may  carry 
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however,  at  less  than  the  prescribed  rates,  provided,  that  if 
they  carry  for  less  for  one  person,  they  shall  for  the  like  ser- 
vice carry  for  the  same  lessened  rate  for  all  persons  except 
as  mentioned  hereafter;  and  if  they  adopt  less  freight  rates 
from  one  station,  they  shall  make  a  redaction  of  the  same 
per  cent,  at  all  stations,  along  the  line  of  road,  so  as  to  make 
no  unjust  discrimination  as  against  any  person  or  locality.*' 

'*  But  when  there  are  between  any  two  points  in  this  state 
two  or  more  competing  roads  not  under  the  same  manage- 
ment or  in  the  same  system,  then  the  longer  line  or  lines,  in 
order  to  give  said  points  the  benefit  of  competition,  n^y 
reduce  the  rates  between  said  two  points  below  the  standard 
tariff,  without  making  a  corresponding  reduction  at  lOl  sta- 
tions along  the  lines  of  said  roads :  Provided^  said  reduction 
shall  not  make  the  rates  less  than  the  standard  tariff  i^tes 
for  the  shortest  line  between  the  two  points.  Provided  fur-' 
iheTy  that  before  taking  effect,  the  proposed  change  of  rates 
shall  be  submitted  to  and  approved  by  the  Commission.*' 

By  Circular  No.  6  issued  April  29, 1880,  the  Georgia  Com- 
mission added  the  following  language  to  *'Bule  6." 

"  Competing  lines,  not  all  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Oom^ 
mission. — But  when  from  any  point  in  this  state  there  are 
competing  lines,  one  or  more,  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  Commission,  then  any  line  or  lines  which  are  so  subject 
may  at  such  competing  point  make  rates  below  the  standard 
freight  tariff,  to  meet  such  competition,  without  making  a 
corresponding  reduction  along  the  line  of  road." 

The  following  is  an  extract  from  a  letter  of  the  Commis- 
sion dated  June  3, 1880,  to  Virgil  Powers,  then  General  Com- 
missioner of  the  Southern  Railway  &  Steamship  Association, 
now  a  member  of  the  Georgia  Bailroad  Commisaioni  the 
complainant  in  these  cases : 

"  Under  the  law,  freights  coming  from  or  going  beyond  the 
boundary  of  the  state  are  not  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Commissioners.  A  shipment  from  Home  to  Charleston,  pass- 
ing over  the  Borne,  Western  &  Atlantic,  Geoi^a,  and  South 
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Carolina  Bailroads,  for  example,  could  not  in  any  way  be 
regulated  by  the  Commissioners.  This  li7ie  then  is  not  sub- 
ject to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Commission.  It  competes  with 
lines  to  the  sea,  however,  which  are  within  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  Commission.  All  such  cases  are  intended  to  be  coyered 
by  Bule  6  to  the  end  that  our  oi^ii  roads  and  seaports  may 
be  able  to  compete  with  roads  and  seaports  without  the  state. 
Shipments  covered  by  note  1,  over  more  than  one  road  in  this 
Mtate,  being  shipped  from  any  point  in  this  state  to  another 
point  in  the  state,  are  held  to  be  within  the  meaning  of  that 
note — the  intention  beinfj;  to  give  the  railroads  the  largest 
liberty  in  fostering  the  industries  of  the  state — and  each  road 
in  such  line  can  lower  rates  on  such  articles  without  conflict- 
ing with  Rule  6." 

"Two  or  more  roads  in  the  state  desirous  of  making  joint 
rates  between  points  on  their  respective  roads,  may  make 
such  joint  rates  on  articles  not  controlled  by  Note  1,  by  tak- 
ing the  rate  allowed  for  an  equal  distance,  if  the  points  were 
on  one  road,  and  applying  it  to  the  different  roads.     For 

example : 

First-class. 

Marietta  to  Atlanta,  20  miles,  per  100  pounds 20  cents 

Atlanta  to  Macon,  103  miles,  per  100  pounds 48  cents 

Macon  to  McRae,  76  miles,  per  100  pounds 39  cents 


The  sum  of  these  locals  for  199  miles  would  be. . .  .$1.07 

But  the  rate  for  199  miles,  if  on  one  road,  would  be  per  100 
pounds — first-class — 70  cents.  Now  a  joint  rate  of  $1.07  or 
of  70  cents  for  100  pounds  could  be  made  or  a  rate  between 
these  amounts — the  railroads  making  their  own  division  of 
the  total  rates  betwinni  themselves." 

In  regard  to  the  denial  of  several  of  the  defendants  that 
they  participate  in  the  transportation  of  property  between 
points  nicMitioiuMl  in  the  complaints  under  a  common  control, 
nianagcnieut  or  arrangement,  upon  the  facts  stated  in  the 
findings  we  dt^cide  that  the  transi>ortation  of  property 
between  ])oints  of  shipment  and  dt^stination  named  in  the 
complaints  is  conducttul  by  the  connecting  defendant  lines 
under  a  common    arrangemt^nt  for  continuous   carriage  or 
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shipment  within  the  meaning  of  the  first  section  of  the  Act 
to  regulate  commerce. 

The  receipt  successiyelj  by  two  or  more  carriers  for  trans* 
portation  of  traffic  shipped  under  throngh  bills  for  continu- 
ous carriage  over  their  lines  is  assent  to  a  common  arrange- 
ment for  such  continuous  carriage  or  shipment,  and  previous 
formal  arrangement  between  them  is  not  necessary  to  bring 
such  transportation  under  the  terms  of  the  law. 

Traffic  is  either  state  or  interstate  traffic  according  to  ita 
origin  and  destination.  It  is  shipped  by  the  consignor  in  the 
state  where  the  consignee  dwells,  or  it  is  not.  If  not,  it  is 
interstate  traffic,  and  when  carried  over  two  or  more  lines,  it 
is,  by  the  fact  of  having  been  received,  forwarded  and  deliv- 
ered as  one  through  shipment,  transported  under  a  common 
control,  management  or  arrangement,  as  the  case  may  be,  for 
coutinuous  carriage  or  shipment. 

The  phrase  ^*  common  control,  management  or  arrangement 
for  coutinuous  carriage  or  shipment"  in  the  first  section  was 
intended  to  cover  all  interstate  traffic  carried  through  over  all 
rail,  or  part  water  and  part  rail  lines.  The  '' arrangement" 
for  continuous  carriage  or  shipment  is  complete  whenever 
the  carriers  have  arranged  for  delivering  and  receiving 
through  traffic  to  and  from  each  other  and  such  an  arrange- 
ment is  necessarily  "  common." 

This  construction  of  the  words  "common  arrangement"  as 
used  in  the  first  section  of  the  law  is  in  line  with  our  decis- 
ions in  Boston  Fruit  &  Produce  Exch.  v.  New  York  &  N.  E. 
R.  Co.,  4  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  664;  3  Inters.  Com.  Bep.  493,  and 
Mattingly  v,  Pennsylvania  Co.,  3  I.  C.  C.  Bep.  592 ;  2  Inters. 
Com.  Bep.  806,  and  with  other  rulings  of  the  Commission. 

In  several  of  these  cases  the  through  charge  to  interme- 
diate stations  is  made  by  the  addition  of  the  terminal  car- 
rier's local  rate  to  the  through  rate  in  e£fect  to  a  point  on  its 
line.  This  practice  has  been  disapproved  of  by  the  Com- 
mission in  other  cases.  He  Tarififis  and  Classifications  of 
Atlanta  &  West  Point  R.  Co.,  3  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  19;  2  Inters. 
Com.  Rep.  461;  Hamilton  v.  Chattanooga,  Rome  &  Columbus 
R.  Co.,  4  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  686 ;  3  Inters.  Com.  Bep.  482. 

The  addition  of  a  local  rate  to  a  reasonably  through  rate 
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in  order  to  fix  the  through  charge  to  the  local  station  is  liable 
to  produce  a  relatively  unreasonable  rate  to  that  station. 
The  difference  in  situation  of  the  basing  and  local  points  in 
respect  of  through  traffic  is  not  properly  measured  by  the 
local  rate  for  carriage  between  them.  The  reasonableness  of 
the  added  local,  as  a  local  7\zte,  is  not  under  consideration  in 
a  case  where  the  rate  complained  of  is  the  total  charge  over 
different  lines.  The  total  rate  or  charge  for  through  carriage 
over  two  or  more  lines,  whether  made  by  the  addition  of 
established  locals,  or  of  through  and  local  rates,  or  iipon  a 
less  proportionate  basis,  is  the  through  rate  that  is  subject  to 
scrutiny  by  the  regulating  authority;  how  the  rate  or  charge 
is  made  is  only  material  as  bearing  upon  the  legality  of  the 
aggregate  charge,  and  how  any  reduction  ordered  may  be 
accomplished,  whether  by  lowering  locals  or  proportions,  is 
matter  for  the  carriers  to  determine  among  themselves. 

The  rate  over  through  connecting  lines  is  correctly  adjusted 
upon  the  distance  through,  and  not  upon  the  shorter  dis- 
tances over  the  several  lines.  Coxe  Bros.  v.  Lehigh  Valley 
K.  Co.,  4  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  535;  3  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  460. 
Through  and  continuous  lines  imply  through  rates  which 
must  be  reasonable  rates.  Brady  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.,  2 
I.  C.  C.  Rep.  131;  2  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  78. 

Where  two  or  more  roads  forming  a  continuous  connecting 
line  between  points  in  different  states  bill  and  carry  inter- 
state traffic  through  to  certain  stations  on  the  last  road  form- 
ing such  line,  neither  the  roads  together  nor  any  one  of  them 
can  evade  the  oliligations  of  the  Act  to  regulate  commerce  by 
declaring  that  as  to  such  traffic  destined  to  such  stations  on 
such  terminal  road  it  is  a  local  carrier.  James  &  Mayer 
Buggy  Co.  7'.  Cincinnati,  N.  O.  A  T.  P.  R.  Co.,  4  I.  0.  C.  Bep. 
744 ;  3  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  682. 

As  those  cases  all  stand  upon  the  charge  of  violation  of  the 
long  and  sliort  haul  clause,  the  fourth  section  of  the  statute, 
it  l)C(M)inos  necessary  to  consider  whether  the  defendants  are 
justili(Ml  in  tlioir  conceded  disregard  of  the  prohibitive  part 
of  the  provision.  Tlie  point  of  the  defense  is  that  the  trans- 
portation for  shorter  distances  is  under  circumstances  and 
conditions  which  are  substantially  dissimilar  to  those  sur- 
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rounding  the  transportation  to  the  longer  distance  points ;  and 
this  upon  the  assumption  that  they  may  in  any  case  deter- 
mine the  question  for  themselves  in  the  first  instance. 

The  phrase  '^  substantially  similar  circumstances  and  con- 
ditions "  occurs  in  both  the  second  and  fourth  sections  of  the 
Act  to  regulate  commerce.  An  intelligent  construction  of 
this  phrase  involves  the  duty  of  ascertaining  how  it  origi- 
nated in  the  statute. 

The  words  "under  substantially  similar  circumstances" 
were  in  the  discrimination  clause  of  the  original  House  Bill 
reported  by  the  Commerce  Committee  of  the  House  of 
Bepresentatives  in  1884.  In  the  Beagan  substitute  bill  the 
words  did  not  appear,  nor  were  they  in  the  bill  as  it  passed 
the  House  in  January,  1885.  The  words  "  under  similar  cir- 
cumstances" were  used  in  connection  with  discriminations 
in  the  summary  statement  of  causes  of  complaint  against  the 
railroad  system  confained  in  the  report  of  the  Senate  Select 
Committee  presented  in  1886 ;  and  the  phrase  *'  under  sub- 
stantially similar  circumstances  and  conditions*' was  a  part 
of  the  second  section  of  the  original  Senate  Bill  which  was 
introduced  by  Senator  Cullom. 

During  the  debate  upon  amendments  proposed  by  Senator 
Camden  and  Senator  Aldrich  some  discussion  was  being  had 
in  regard  to  the  word  "  quantity."  Senator  Camden  proposed 
that  the  words  "  of  a  like  kind  of  property  under  substan- 
tially similar  circumstances  and  conditions "  be  substituted 
for  the  amendments  offered,  and  the  substitute  was  adopted, 

A  short  history  of  the  framing  of  the  fourth  section  is 
given  in  the  opinion  of  the  Commission  in  Be  Petitions  of 
the  Louisville  &  Nashville  E.  Co.,  1 1.  C.  C.  Rep.  31 ;  1  Inters. 
Com.  Rep.  278. 

The  words  "under  similar  circumstances*' had  been  put 
into  a  short  haul  provision  by  the  legislature  of  Connecticut 
before  the  interstate  commerce  law  was  enacted  and  that 
statute  was  referred  to  in  the  Congressional  debates. 

The  words  "  under  the  same  circumstances  "  are  in  section 
90  of  the  English  Act  of  1845,  and  they  and  also  the  words 
"  under  like  circumstances,"  have  been  frequently  employed 
by  the  courts  of  England. 
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Whatever  use  may  have  been  made  in  English  deoisionB  of 
the  word  "circumstances"  or  of  the  word  "conditions/*  the 
value  of  these  decisions  as  precedents  to  be  followed  in  deoid- 
ing  cases  in  this  country  depends  greatly  upon  the  similarity 
of  the  statutory  provision  governing  the  English  case  to  the 
provision  of  our  law  under  which  the  case  to  be  determined 
is  brought.  A  comparison  of  certain  clauses  in  English  stat- 
utes with  the  second,  third  and  fourth  sections  of  the  Act  to 
regulate  commerce  is  shown  below : 

EQUALITY  CLAUSE.  UNJUST    DISCRIMINATION 

KiiglUh  Act.  CLAUSE. 

Sec.  90  Railway  Clauses  Act  1845 :  American  AeL 

*' And  whereas  it  is  expedient  that  Sbo.  2.  Act  to  Regulate  Commeroe* 

the  company  should  be  enabled  to  1887. 

vary  the  tolls  upon  the  railways  so  as  That  if  any  common  carrier  subject 
to  accommodate  them  to  the  circum-  to  the  provisions  of  this  act  shall^ 
stances  of  the  traffic  but  that  such  directly  or  indirectly,  by  any  special 
power  of  varying  should  not  be  used  rate,  rebate,  drawback,  or  other  de- 
fer the  purpose  of  prejudicing  or  fa-  vice,  charge,  demand,  collect,  or  re- 
vering particular  parties  or  for  the  c<dve  from  any  person  or  persons  a 
purpose  of  collusively  or  unfairly  ere-  greater  or  less  compensation  for  any 
ating  a  monopoly,  either  in  the  hands  service  rendered^  or  to  be  rendered, 
of  the  company  or  of  particular  par-  in  the  transportation  of  passengers  or 
ties;  it  shall  be  lawful,  therefore,  for  property,  subject  to  the  provisions  of 
the  company,  subject  to  the  provis-  this  act,  than  it  charges,  demands, 
ions  and  limitations  herein  and  in  the  collects,  or  receives  from  any  other 
special  act  contained  from  time  to  person  or  persons  for  doing  for  him 
time  to  alter  or  vary  the  tolls  by  the  or  them  a  like  and  contemporaneous 
special  act  authorized  to  be  taken,  service  in  the  transportation  of  a  like 
either  upon  the  wholo  or  upon  any  \iin6.  ot  XxbSRq  under  mhitanUall^ sim-' 
particular  portions  of  the  railway,  as  ilar  HrcumtttaneesandeonditUms^  such 
they  shall  think  tit ;  provided,  that  common    carrier   shall    be   deemed 
all  such  tolls  be  at  all  times  charged  guilty  of  unjust  discrimination,  which 
equally  to  all  persons,  and  afU>r  the  is  hereby  prohibited  and  declared  to 
same  rate,  whether  per  ton  per  mile,  be  unlawful, 
or  otherwise,  inresiw^ct  of  all  passen- 
gers, and  of  all  goods  or  carriages  of 
the  same  description,  and  conveyed  or 
propelled  by  a  like  carriage  or  engine 
pamng  only  over  the Harrw  portUni  of  tJie 
line  of  railway  under  thenanw  circum- 
stajtrrs;  and  no  r4iduetion  or  advance  in 
anv  such  tolls  shall  be  made  either  di- 
r4»etlyor  indirectly  in  favor,  or  against 
any  partieular    company  or    person 
tniv<?ling  upon  or  using  the  railway." 
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UNDUE  PREFERENCE  CLAUSE.   UNDUE  PREFERENCE  CLAUSE. 
English  Aot$,  Amerioan  Act, 

Sbo.  2.  Railway  and  Canal  Traffic  Sbo.  8.  Act  to  Regulate  Commeroe. 
Act,  1854.  That  it  shall  be  unlawful  for  anj 

Seo.  11.  Railway  and  Canal  Traffic  common  oarrier  subject  to  the  provls- 
Act,  1878.  ions  of  this  act  to  make  or  give  anj 

.  .  .  and  no  such  company  shall  undue*  or  unreasonable  preference  or 
make  or  give  any  undue  or  unreason-  adyantage  to  any  particular  person, 
able  preference  or  advantage  to  or  in  company,  firm,  corporation,  or  local- 
favor  of  any  particular  person  or  com-  ity,  or  any  particular  deser^iitioii  of 
pany,  or  any  particular  description  of  traffic,  in  any  respect  whatsoever,  or 
traffic,  in  any  respect  whatsoever,  subject  any  particular  person,  com* 
nor  shall  any  such  company  subject  pany,  firm,  corporation,  or  locality,  or 
any  particular  person  or  company,  or  any  particular  description  of  trafflo, 
any  particular  description  of  traffic,  to  any  undue  or  unreasonable  iffe}tt- 
to  any  undue  or  imreasonable  preju-  dice  or  disadvantage  tn  any  reqwot 
dice  or  disadvantage  in  any  respect  whatsoever, 
whatsoever,    .    .    . 

THE  4TH  SECTION  OF  THE  ACT  TO  REGULATE  COHMERCB. 

**  That  it  shall  be  unlawful  for  any  common  carrier  subject  to  the  provis. 
ions  of  this  act  to  charge  or  receive  any  greater  compensation  in  the  aggre- 
gate for  the  transportation  of  passengers  or  of  like  kind  of  property,  under 
substantially  similar  circumstances  and  conditions,  for  a  shorter  than  for  a 
longer  distance  over  the  same  line  in  the  same  direction,  the  shorter  being 
included  within  the  longer  distance;  but  this  shall  not  be  oonstmed  as 
authorizing  any  common  carrier  within  the  terms  of  this  act  to  charge  and 
receive  as  great  compensation  for  a  shorter  as  for  a  longer  distance :  PrOm 
vided,  Juyirever,  That  upon  application  to  the  Commission  appointed  under 
the  provisions  of  this  act,  such  common  carrier  may,  in  special  cases,  after 
Investigation  by  the  Commission,  be  authorized  to  charge  less  for  longer 
than  for  shorter  distances  for  the  transportation  of  passengers  or  property; 
and  the  Commission  may  from  time  to  time  prescribe  the  extent  to  which 
such  designated  common  carrier  may  be  relieved  from  the  operation  of  this 
section  of  this  act." 

At  the  time  of  the  enactment  of  this  section  no  similar  pro- 
vision was  contained  in  any  English  statute.  The  Bailway 
and  Canal  Traffic  Act  of  1888,  after  re-enacting  the  undue 
preference  clause  of  1854,  also  provides  in  paragraph  8,  geo- 
tion  27,  as  follows : 

"The  Court  or  the  Commissioners  shall  have  power  to  direct  that  no 
higher  charge  shall  bo  made  to  any  person  for  services  in  respect  of  mer- 
chandise carried  over  a  less  distance  than  is  made  to  any  other  person  fdr 
similar  services  In  respect  of  the  like  description  and  quantity  of  mereliMlp- 
dise  carried  over  a  greater  distance  on  the  same  line  of  railway.^ 
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The  difference  between  the  English  and  American  acts  in 
respect  to  long  and  short  hauls  is  that  there  the  Commission 
or  the  Court  is  einpoxcered  to  prohibit  the  greater  charge  for 
the  shorter  distance,  while  here  the  law  itself  prohibits  the 
greater  charge  for  the  shorter  distance  when  the  circnmstances 
and  conditions  surroundiug  the  transportation  are  substan- 
tially similar,  but  empowers  tlie  Conivmsion  to  autha9*ize  the 
less  charge  for  longer  distances. 

In  England  a  complaint  of  greater  charge  for  the  shorter 
haul  is  triable  under  the  undue  preference  clause,  which  is 
nearly  identical  with  a  portion  of  section  3  of  our  law,  and 
the  English  Commission  or  Court  may  prohibit  such  greater 
charge.  I3iit  in  the  United  States  such  a  proceeding  must 
be  brought  under  the  fourth  section  of  the  Act  to  reguhite 
commerce. 

In  either  country  a  complaint  of  undue  preference  or  prej- 
udice must  (prior  to  the  English  statute  of  1888  which  shifted 
the  burden  to  the  carrier)  be  supported  by  proof  of  damage 
which  makes  the  preference  or  prejudice  unreasonable  or 
undue,  but  in  cases  brought  under  our  fourth  section  or  long 
and  short  haul  clause,  which  particularly  describes  the  act  it 
declares  to  be  unlawful,  such  proof  is  not  required. 

A  case  of  undue  or  unreasonable  preference  or  advantage, 
or  prtgudice  or  disadvantage  includes,  as  the  terms  them- 
selves im])ly,  consideration  of  all  those  circumstances  and 
conditions  which  bear,  not  only  upon  the  transportation  by 
the  carrier,  but  also  often  relate  to  the  value  and  volume  of 
the  traffic,  the  favorable  or  unfavorable  location  of  the  places 
involved  in  the  controversy,  character  of  grades  on  different 
divisions,  lateral  lines,  and  other  essential  elements  which 
enter  more  particularly  into  matters  of  relative  services  and 
relative  rates. 

This  undue  preference  clause  may  justly  be  termed  an 
omnibus  provision,  enacted  first  by  Parliament  and  then  by 
Congress,  to  prohibit  carriers  from  doing  any  act  which 
unduly  or  unreasonably  ])uts  one  shipper  or  description  of 
traffic  up  in  the  scale  of  favor  or  puts  another  shipper  or 
description  of  traffic  down  to  his  or  its  disadvantage  or  wrong. 
But  v/hen  the  Act  to  regulate  commerce  was  passed  Congress 
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not  only  adopted  that  clause  but  saw  fit  to  go  farther  and 
specify  that  certain  charges  by  the  carrier  would  in  them- 
selves constitute  wrong.  The  second  and  fourth  sections  of 
the  Act — that  is,  the  unjust  discrimination  and  long  and  short 
haul  clauses — are  provisions  of  this  character.  Under  these 
sections  the  carrier  must  not  charge  more  for  like  service  nor 
more  for  less  service  rendered  in  the  transportation  of  a  like 
kind  of  traffic  under  8ubstantiaUy  similar  circumstances  and 
conditions.  These  provisions  describe  the  offence  and  limit 
the  circumstances  and  conditions  to  be  considered  to  those 
under  which  the  transportation  is  conducted.  The  undue 
preference  clause  of  the  English  statute,  which  was  copied 
into  the  third  section  of  our  law,  contains  no  such  description 
or  limitation,  nor  do  the  words  "substantially similar  circum- 
stances and  conditions,"  or  any  of  them,  appear  therein. 

Considerable  variation  in  language  is  also  found  in  compar- 
ing the  English  equality  clause  of  1845  with  the  second  or 
unjust  discrimination  clause  of  our  law.  That  the  latter 
covers  much  more  ground  must  be  apparent  to  the  casual 
observer,  and  if  it  were  not  for  the  fact  that  our  second  sec- 
tion contains  the  phrase  '^  substantially  similar  circumstances 
and  conditions  "  and  the  English  equality  clause  in  its  pro- 
viso has  the  words  "under  the  same  circumstances " no  refer- 
ence or  comparison  would  be  deemed  necessary. 

The  frequent  citation  of  English  decisions  in  cases  affect- 
ing intersiaie  transportation,  with  manifest  disregard  of  vast 
differences  in  facts,  time,  extent  of  country,  methods  of  trade 
and  transportation,  and  great  dissimilarity  in  statutory  pro- 
visions, is  ample  warrant  for  the  above  somewhat  extended 
compaiiflon,  and  for  the  following  examination  of  some  Eng- 
lisli  cases  which  have  been  quoted  for  the  purpose  of  influ- 
encing decisions  in  this  country. 

The  case  of  Attorney-General  v.  Birmingham  A,  D^rby 
Junction  B.  Co.  (2  E*y  &  Can.  Cas.  124)  was  recently  cited  in 
a  case  brought  under  the  second  section  of  the  Act  to  regu- 
late commerce.  The  English  case  was  decided  in  Augnsty 
1840.  The  American  case  was  tried  in  1890,  fifty  years  later. 
The  railway  in  the  English  case  was  operated  under  a  special 
act  which  contained  an  equality  clause  similar  to  Che  proviso 
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of  section  90  of  the  English  Act  of  1845,  above  quoted.  A 
passenger  journeying  to  London  over  connecting  railways 
was  charged  by  the  first  railway  for  the  carriage  between  two 
points  on  its  line  less  than  it  charged  to  another  passenger 
wlio  only  traveled  between  the  two  points  on  the  first  car- 
rier's line,  but  the  through  charge  to  London  was  not  less 
than  the  charge  for  the  local  or  intermediate  journey.  The 
case  was  dismissed  because  prejudice  to  the  latter  class  of 
passengers  was  not  shown,  and  for  the  further  reason  that 
the  higher  rate  charged  was  not  in  itself  unreasonable.  In 
that  case  the  difference  in  destination  made  out  the  difference 
in  circumstances  which  the  special  act  required  should  be  "the 
same."  To  charge  less  per  mile  for  greater  distance  is  a  com- 
mon rule  of  transportation,  and  its  legality  is  well  settled. 

The  case  in  which  the  foregoing  was  cited  related  to 
charging  a  party  of  ten  or  more  persons  less  per  capita  than 
was  charged  to  single  passengers,  the  journeys  of  the  party 
and  of  the  single  passenger  being  between  the  same  points, 
and  in  the  same  train ;  it  was  brought  under  a  provision  of 
our  law  which  merely  specified  that  the  circumstances  and 
conditions  should  be  suhstaiitially  miiilar^  and  not  the  samSy 
and  its  phraseology  is  entirely  different  from  that  of  the 
English  Equality  Clause  of  1845.  The  fact  that  charges  are 
not  unreasonable  /;d?'  se  does  not  prevent  their  being  rela- 
tively unreasonable  or  constituting  unjust  discrimination 
under  our  second  section  by  reason  of  being  unequal.  If  the 
circumstances  and  conditions  are  substantially  similar  for 
like  service,  the  discrimination  is  declared  in  the  law  to  be 
unjust,  but  the  English  statute  required  the  circumstances  to 
be  the  same. 

The  case  of  Hozier  v.  Caledonian  E.  Co.,  1  Nev.  &  McN. 
30,  was  also  cited  in  the  same  case  as  showing  that  the  par- 
ties must  be  shown  to  be  competitors.  So,  also,  in  like  man- 
ner were  Jones  v.  Eastern  Counties  B.  Co.,  1  Nev.  &  McN. 
45;  Painter  v.  London,  B.  &  S.  C.  E.  Co.,  3  C.  B.  N.  S.  702, 
and  Infracombe  T.  C.  Co.  v,  London  S.  W.  R.  Co.,  W.  N.  289, 
referred  to.  All  these  cases  were  tried  with  reference  to  undue 
preference  or  prejudice,  which  had  to  be  shown  to  exist 
before  the  defendants  could  be  held  guilty  of  unlawful  action. 
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But  in  the  case  they  were  cited  to  influence  no  such  showing 
was  called  for.  Can  it  be  said  that  the  cases  thus  cited 
might  not  have  been  diflferently  decided  if  tried  under  a  pro- 
vision of  law  like  our  second  section,  which  not  only  forbids 
but  defines  the  thing  forbidden?  The  English  statutes  do 
not  show  any  such  definite  rule  as  is  contained  in  the  second 
and  fourth  sections  of  the  Act  to  regulate  commerce.  Sec- 
tion 90  of  the  1845  statute,  in  its  proviso  required  equality 
when  the  carriage  is  over  the  same  portion  of  th^  Ihie  under 
the  same  circumstances.  Section  2  of  our  Act  only  requires 
the  traffic  to  be  like,  the  service  to  be  like  and  contempo- 
raneous, and  the  transportation  under  substantially  similar 
circumstances  and  conditions.  The  provisions  are  so  differ- 
ent in  terms  that  the  same  set  of  facts  might  constitute 
immunity  under  the  English  provision  and  guilt  under  our 
law.  Indeed,  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  tersely 
says  of  the  English  acts :  "These  traffic  acts  do  not  appear  to 
be  as  comprehensive  as  our  owm  and  may  justify  contracts 
which,  with  us,  would  be  obnoxious  to  the  long  and  short 
haul  clause  of  the  Act,  or  would  be  open  to  the  charge  of 
unjust  discrimination."  Interstate  Commerce  Commission  v. 
Baltimore  &  O.  E.  Co.,  145  U.  S.  263,  36  L.  ed.  99,  Take  the 
case  of  H(>zier  v,  Caledonian  R.  Co.,  above  mentioned.  This 
was  a  long  and  short  haul  case.  The  decision  was  under  the 
undue  preference  clause  and  to  the  effect  that  there  must  be 
competition  of  interest,  or  the  complainant  must  show  per- 
gonal disadvanta<j;e,  before  he  has  title  to  complain,  the  fact 
that  the  complainant  had  frequent  occasion  to  travel  not 
being  sufficient.  Would  this  decision  be  possible  under  our 
fourth  section  ? 

The  case  of  Jones  v.  Eastern  Counties  E.  Co.,  1  Nev.  & 
McN.  45  is  another  passenger  case  where  more  was  charged 
from  one  station  than  from  another  station .  situate  a  further 
distance  on  the  same  line.  The  rule  was  refused  because 
tmdue  preference  was  not  shown.  The  mere  suggestion  of 
undue  preference  was  held  to  be  insufficient.  Under  the 
fourth  section  of  the  Act  to  regulate  commerce,  proof  of  the 
greater  charge  for  the  shorter  distance  would  have  been  suf- 
ficient, for  there  was  nothing  whatever  in   the  case   upon 
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which  the  defendant  could  base  justification  under  our  long 
and  short  haul  clause.  In  a  brief  for  defendants  in  these 
cases  of  the  Georgia  Bailroad  Commission  this  case  of  Jones 
V,  Eastern  Counties  K.  Co.  is  cited  to  show  that  through  and 
local  traffic  constitutes  such  difference  that  the  greater  charge 
does  not  unduly  prejudice  the  shorter  distance  points,  and 
also  that  when  active  competition  exists  at  the  longer  dis- 
tance point  it  affords  a  good  reason  for  making  the  lower 
charge.  If  our  long  and  short  haul  clause  did  not  exist  and 
the  case  were  brought  under  the  undue  preference  provision 
the  through  and  local  traffic  defense  might  possibly  have 
some  weight,  but  in  the  face  of  the  mandate  contained  in  the 
fourth  section  the  claim  of  justification  on  the  ground  that 
one  traffic  is  local  and  the  other  through  is  absurd.  To  allow 
such  claim  would  be  to  defeat  the  object  of  the  section.  The 
rate  on  through  traffic  to  the  longer  distance  point  may  be 
proportionately  less  than  the  rate  on  local  traffic  to  the  inter- 
mediate point,  but  under  the  fourth  section  it  cannot  be  less 
in  the  aggregate.  As  to  competition,  the  position  of  the 
Commission  has  hithei-to  been  well  defined.  Some  competi- 
tion does  afford  justification  and  some  does  not,  and  this 
matter  we  expect  to  treat  extensively  further  on  in  this  report. 
But  the  Jones  case  had  in  it  no  element  of  competition. 
Whatever  was  said  there  in  relation  to  through  and  local 
traffic  and  competition  was  spoken  by  the  judge  at  the  trial. 
The  decision  was  that  the  mere  suggestion  of  preference 
because  of  the  greater  charge  for  the  shorter  distance  was 
insufficient. 

The  same  brief  cites  Strick  v.  Swansea  Canal  Co.,  16  C.  B. 
N.  S.  245,  decided  in  1864.  A  proviso  in  a  canal  act  was 
similar  to  the  proviso  in  section  90  of  the  1845  statute.  It 
was  held  competent  for  the  company  to  carry  at  a  lower  rate 
for  a  particular  individual  in  consideration  of  a  large  guaran- 
teed minimum  toll  in  order  to  enable  them  (the  company)  to 
enter  into  competition  with  a  rival  line  of  railway.  We  think 
other  English  decisions  in  similar  cases  have  a  different  con- 
clusion, but  whether  this  is  true  or  not  it  is  too  manifest  for 
discussion  that  our  second  section  would  forbid  the  ruling 
here  (Providence  Coal  Co.  v.  Providence  &  W.  B.  Co.,  1  I.  O. 
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C.  Bep.  107;  1  Inters.  Com.  Bep.  363),  and  moreover,  that 
such  a  contract  would  in  this  country  be  held  in  contraven- 
tion of  the  common  law.  Hays  v.  Pennsylvania  Co.,  12  Fed. 
Rep.  309. 

In  a  case  lately  decided  by  the  English  Commission 
entitled  Liverpool  Com  Trade  Asso.  v,  London  &  N.  W.  R. 
Co.,  L.  R.  1  Q.  B.  Div.  120,  45  Am.  &  Eng.  R.  Cas.  216,  the 
conflict  of  English  decisions  was  commented  upon  as  follows : 

*^  The  question  had  several  times  been  mooted  whether  a 
rate  so  low  as,  when  compared  with  another,  to  amount 
jmrna  facie  to  an  undue  preference,  could  be  justified  on  the 
ground  that  it  was  rendered  necessary  by  the  existence  of 
competitive  modes  of  carriage,  whether  by  land  or  water. 
The  state  of  the  authorities  upon  the  matter  was  far  from 
satisfactory.  The  dicta  in  Harris  v,  Cockermouth  R.  Co.,  3 
C.  B.  (N.  S.)  693,  at  p.  713 ;  per  Cockburn,  L.  C.  J.,  and  in 
Bansome  v.  Eastern  Counties  B.  Co.,  4  C.  B.  (N.  8.)  135,  at 
p.  177,  per  Crowder,  J.,  are  I  think  very  difficult  to  reconcile 
with  the  decision  in  Budd  v.  London  &  N.  W.  B.  Co.,  4  B.  & 
C.  T.  Cas.  393,  n.;  36  L.  T.  (N.  S.)  802.  The  manner  in 
which  the  question  how  far  the  necessities  of  competition  will 
justify  preferential  charges  was  touched  upon  in  Garton  v. 
Bristol  &  Exeter  B.  Co.,  6  C.  B.  N.  S.  639,  throws  no  addi- 
tional light  upon  the  subject.  Budd's  case,  4  B.  &  C.  T. 
Cases,  393  n.,  36  L.  T.  (N.  S.)  802,  is  open  to  the  further  obser- 
vation (for  which  I  am  indebted  to  Sir  F.  Peel)  that  it  is  in 
conflict  with  the  subsequent  Scotch  case  of  Murray  v,  Olas* 
gow  &  S.  W.  B.  Co.,  4  B.  &  C.  T.  Cas.  456, 11  Court  Sess. 
Cas.  4th  Series;  205,  in  the  court  of  session,  and  the  case  of 
Denaby  Main  Colliery  Co.  v.  Manchester,  S.  &  L.  B.  Co.,  14 
Q.  B.  Div.  209,  11  App.  Cas.  97,  26  Am.  &  Eng.  B.  Cas.  93, 
in  the  English  court  of  appeals,  where  it  was  laid  down  that 
an  action  will  not  lie  to  recover  overcharges  made  in  viola*- 
tion  of  the  provisions  of  the  Act  of  1854,  against  undue  pref- 
erences. When  the  Denaby  Main  case,  14  Q.  B.  Div.  209, 11 
App.  Cas.  97,  26  Am.  &  Eng.  B.  Cas.  93,  was  in  the  House  of 
Lords  the  question  was  not  decided,  and  the  state  of  the 
authorities  has  been  discussed  by  Cave,  J.,  in  his  judgment 
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in  Lancashire  &  T.  R.  Co.  v.  Greenwood,  21  Q.  B.  Div.  215, 
o5  Am.  &  Eng.  E.  Cas.  537." 

In  a  still  more  recent  case  decided  in  the  English  Court  of 
Appeal,  the  above  mentioned  cases  of  Harris  v.  Cocker- 
mouth,  Denaby  Main  Colliery  Co.,  Bansome  v.  Eastern 
Counties  R.  Co.,  and  also  Evershed's  Case,  L.  R.  3  App.  Cas. 
1029,  were  discussed ;  and  the  case  of  Budd  was  held  to  be 
no  longer  law. 

The  ruling  on  the  main  question  presented  by  the  appeal 
was  that  the  railway  commissioners  or  the  c6urt  may  take 
into  consideration  the  existence  of  a  competing  route  between 
the  same  points  in  considering  a  case  of  alleged  undue  pref- 
erence. 

Phipps  V,  London  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  (1892)  2  Q.  B.  229. 

In  that  opinion  Lord  Herschell  said  of  the  Equality  and 
Undue  Preference  clauses : 

*'  Where  there  is  a  breach  of  the  equality  clause,  no  doubt  you  may  sue 
to  recover  the  difference  on  the  basis  that  you  can  compel  the  railway  com- 
pany to  pay  you  l)ack  anything  which  you  have  paid  over  what,  for  pre- 
cisely the  same  service,  they  have  charged  to  another.  But  under  the  Rail- 
way and  Canal  Traffic  A(^t,  as  was  pointed  out  in  the  House  of  Lords,  the 
company  have  their  option.  They  may  put  up  one  charge,  they  may  put 
down  the  other.  It  is  not  an  equality  clause ;  it  is  only  a  clause  relating  to 
undue  preference  or  advantage." 

'*  The  words  of  the  equality  clause  have  no  elasticity  at  all ;  there  are  no 
outside  circumstances  to  be  taken  into  consideration,  and  it  is  not  a  ques- 
tion of  regarding  the  position  of  the  one  trader  as  compared  with  the  other, 
and  then  saying  whether  there  is  any  undue  preference.  It  is  an  absolute 
rigid  equality  which  is  demanded  by  the  statute." 

These  words  of  the  learned  English  judge  clearly  illustrate 
what  we  have  said  in  relation  to  our  own  second  and  fourth 
sections  as  compared  with  the  undue  preference  section  which 
was  copied  from  the  English  statute  into  our  law. 

It  is  unnecessary  to  continue  this  examination.  In  a  case 
purely  of  alle^jjed  undue  preference  or  prejudice  the  English 
cases  have  direct  application.  Even  in  cases  under  our  sec- 
ond and  fourth  sections,  English  cases  brought  under  the 
undue  preference  clause  in  wliicli  the  decision  has  held 
undue  preft^renoe  to  exist,  have  value  as  showing  how  strictly 
the  English  Commission  or  court  has  applied  the  broad  Ian- 
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gnage  of  the  clause  to  a  particular  set  of  facte,  but  when 
English  decisions  under  the  undue  preference  clause  are 
cited  by  a  carrier  in  justification  of  its  action  under  the  striot 
language  of  our  second  and  fourth  sections,  the  citations  hare 
greatly  diminished  force.  These  sections  apply  only  against 
rates  in  specific  cases,  but  the  undue  preference  clause  or 
third  section  is  inclusive ;  it  applies  both  to  rates  and  facili- 
ties, and  says  generally  to  the  carrier,  you  shall  not  in  any 
manner  unduly  prefer  one  person  or  kind  of  traffic  oyer 
another,  and  leaves  it  to  the  Commission  or  the  court  to  say 
when  the  undue  preference  is  given.  In  the  second  and 
fourth  sections  what  is  unlawful  is  clearly  defined,  the  cir- 
cumstances and  conditions  of  the  transportation  being  similar 
in  substance.  We  think,  therefore,  that  while  English  cases 
are  valuable  as  defining  undue  preference  or  prejudice  their 
value  is  greatly  limited  in  cases  where  the  statute  itself 
describes  the  offense  it  declares  unlawful. 

In  regard  to  such  elements  of  transportation  as  through 
and  local  traffic  and  cost  of  service  we  cannot  do  better  than 
reiterate  what  was  held  by  the  Commission  in  lie  Louisville 
&  Nashville  R.  Co.: 

''The  Commission  further  decides  that  when  a  greater 
charge  in  the  aggregate  is  made  for  the  transportation  of  pas- 
sengers or  the  like  kind  of  property  for  a  shorter  than  a 
longer  distance  over  the  same  line  in  the  same  direction,  the 
shorter  being  included  in  the  longer  distance,  it  is  not  suffi- 
cient justification  therefor,  that  the  traffic  which  is  subjected 
to  such  greater  charge  is  way  or  local  traffic,  and  that  which 
is  given  the  more  favorable  rates  is  not. 

''  Nor  is  it  sufficient  justification  for  such  greater  charge 
that  the  short  haul  traffic  is  more  expensive  to  the  carrier,. 
unless  when  the  circumstances  are  such  as  to  make  it  excep- 
tionally expensive,  or  the  long  haul  traffic  exceptionally  inex- 
pensive, the  difference  being  extraordinary  and  susceptible 
of  definite  proof." 

Disproportionate  expenses  of  carriage  and  great  variation 
in  the  volume  of  traffic  to  various  points  are  ever  present  in 
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railroad  service,  were  within  the  knowledge  of  Congress  when 
the  section  was  framed,  and  must  of  necessity  have  been  oon- 
4f)idered  as  not  constituting  substantially  dissimilar  circum- 
stances and  conditions,  in  other  than  extraordinary  cases,  for 
under  the  contrary  view  it  is  manifest  that  in  a  large  majority 
of  cases  the  design  of  the  section  would  be  defeated.  As 
above  stated,  a  defense  of  the  higher  rate  for  the  shorter 
haul  which  is  based  upon  cost  must  amount  to  a  practical 
demonstration  that  the  short  haul  trafl&c  is  exceptionally 
expensive  or  the  cost  of  the  long  haul  transportation  excep- 
tionally low. 

It  is  unnecessary  to  go  over  ground  which  was  so  carefully 
covered  by  the  Commission  in  the  Louisville  &  Nashville 
opinion,  and  we  will  at  once  proceed  to  the  main  question : 
What  are  the  circumstances  and  conditions  which  a  carrier 
may  in  the  first  instance  take  into  account  in  fixing  rates  for 
longer  and  shorter  distances  over  its  line  ? 

Under  necessary  and  well  settled  rules  of  railroad  trans- 
portation essentially  diflferent  circumstances  and  conditions 
constantly  arise.  The  section  says,  "  The  transportation  of 
a  like  kind  of  propeiiy  under  substantially  similar  circum- 
stances and  conditions."  A  barrel  of  flour  is  a  bke  kind  of 
property  with  a  carload  of  flour,  but  they  are  different  units 
of  quantity,  and  the  transportation  of  a  carload  is  not  under 
substantially  similar  circumstances  and  conditions  with  those 
which  apply  to  the  shipment  of  a  barrel,  or,  under  present  rules 
of  transportation,  any  number  of  barrels  less  than  a  car  load. 
Other  examjiles  would  be  one  horse  and  a  carload  of  horses, 
furniture  knocked  down  or  set  up,  small  lots  of  grain  in  sacks 
or  loose  in  carloads,  and  so  on  through  the  great  variety  of 
articles  of  commerce  which  seek  carriage  in  different  quanti- 
ties and  forms. 

It  is  proper  also  to  recopjnize  the  right  of  a  carrier  to 
charge  different  but  duly  published  rates  according  as  its 
liability  is  diminished  by  proper  conditions  stated  upon  the 
bill  of  Inding  accepted  by  the  shipper  or  upon  the  ticket 
accepted  by  the  passenger  whereby  the  carrier,  under  such 
special  contract,  secures  to  itself  some  lawful  pecuniary  or 
economic  advantage.     Those  and  other  transportation  meth- 
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ods  not  necessary  or  possible  to  specify  constitute  many  kinds 
of  essentially  dissimilar  circumstances  and  conditions  arising 
upon  its  own  line  by  which  a  carrier  may  rightfully  be  gov- 
erned. 

Circumstances  and  conditions  affecting  transportation  also 
arise  through  competition  with  other  carriers  for  business ; 
that  is,  circumstances  and  conditions  which  do  not  wholly 
arise  upon  the  carrier's  own  line. 

The  necessity  for  a  construction  of  the  fourth  section  of 
the  Act  became  apparent  almost  immediately  after  the  organ* 
ization  of  the  Commission.  A  lai^e  number  of  applications 
for  relief  were  then  filed  by  roads  operating  in  all  sections 
of  the  country.  luYcstigations  were  held  in  many  places 
and  on  June  7,  1887,  the  applications  were  disposed  of  in  the 
opinion  aboYe  quoted  from,  the  Louisville  &  Nashville  case, 
and  it  was  intended  that  the  construction  there  laid  down 
should  be  sufficient  for  all  cases  based  on  similar  grounds 
which  might  thereafter  arise  under  the  fourth  section;  but 
the  construction  put  upon  the  statute  at  that  time  seems  to 
have  been  misapprehended  in  some  essential  particulars  by 
carriers. 

The  Commission  held  in  that  case  that  the  phrase  ^' under 
substantially  similar  circumstances  and  conditions "  in  the 
fourth  section  is  used  in  the  same  sense  as  in  the  second  sec- 
tion ;  and  under  the  qualified  form  of  prohibition  in  the 
fourth  section  carriers  are  required  to  judge  in  the  first 
instance  with  regard  to  the  similarity  or  dissimilarity  of  the 
circumstances  and  conditions  that  forbid  or  permit  a  greater 
charge  for  the  shorter  distance.  The  Commission  said  in 
regard  to  the  employment  of  the  same  qualifying  phrase  in 
both  sections  2  and  4 :  *'  It  will  be  observed  that  the  phrase 
is  precisely  the  same ;  and  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  the 
words  were  carefully  chosen,  probably  because  they  were 
believed  to  express  more  accurately  and  precisely  than  would 
any  others  the  exact  thought  which  was  in  the  legislative 
mind.  And  in  this  section  (2)  as  well  as  in  section  4,  the 
phrase  is  employed  to  mark  the  limit  of  the  carrier's  privi- 
lege ;  its  privilege,  too,  in  respect  to  the  very  subject  matte* 
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with  which  section  4,  where  it  is  employed,  hna  to  do,  uamely, 
the  charges  for  transportation  service." 

In  all  cases  under  the  second  section  the  actual  facts  are 
of  necessity  entirely  within  the  carrier's  knowledge.  The 
qualifying  phrase,  under  substantially  similar  circumstances 
and  conditions,  used  in  the  same  sense  in  the  second  and 
fourth  sections,  has  no  gi'eater  force  or  diiTerent  meaning  in 
the  one  than  in  the  other. 

In  reviewing  what  was  held  in  the  Louisville  &  Nashville 
case  the  precise  wording  of  the  statute  must  not  be  over- 
looked. The  first  part  of  the  section  forbids  carriers  to 
charge  more  for  the  shorter  than  for  the  longer  haul  when  the 
transportation  is  under  substantially  similar  circumstances 
and  conditions.  The  other  portion  of  the  section,  that  which 
relates  to  a  relieving  order  by  the  Commission,  permits  such 
an  order  only  for  the  purpose  of  a  lesser  charge  for  the  longer 
haul,  but  the  discretion  of  the  Commission  is  not  limited, 
except  that  the  case  must  be  special— must  present  a  question 
requiring  authoritative  action.  The  Commission  said  in  that 
case  that  if  the  section  had  passed  as  it  once  stood  without 
containing  the  qualifying  phrase  "  under  substantially  similar 
circumstances  and  conditions"  the  Commission  might  have 
exercised  its  discretion  in  all  cases  where  the  circumstances 
and  conditions  appeared  to  be  different,  and  it  would  have 
entered  upon  its  duties  "  with  a  distint't  understanding  of  the 
task  imposed,  even  though  its  adequate  performance  might 
have  been  out  of  the  quesion ;  but  modified  as  it  now  stands 
the  necessity  for  a  rebeving  order  is  gi'eatly  narrowed,  it  being 
obvious  that  no  order  is  needed  to  relieve  against  the  opera- 
tion of  the  statute  when  nothing  is  done  or  proposed  which 
it  makes  unlawful." 

But  the  Commission  clearly  foresaw  at  that  time  that  a 
construction  of  the  statute  which  would  deliver  even  ques- 
tions purely  of  fact  unto  the  carrier's  judgment  in  the  first 
instance,  must  be  a;compai,ied  by  a  statement  of  principles 
on  which  such  judgment  must  be  based  or  the  greatest  con- 
fusion and  litigation  would  follow  and  thereupon  proceeded 
to  lay  down  for  the  guidance  of  carrieis  rules  which  would 


R.  B.  COMMISSION  OF  GEO.  Y.  CLYDE  STEAMSHIP  GO.ET  AL.   386 

not  warrant  them  in  makixig  charges  greater  for  shorter  dis- 
tances than  those  established  for  longer  hauls. 

The  rules  Umiting  the  jndgment  of  the  carrier  in  respect 
to  greater  charges  for  shorter  hauls  were  briefly  stated  as 

follows : 

''Sixth:  The  ComiAission  further  decides  that  when  a 
greater  chaise  in  the  aggregate  is  made  for  the  transporta- 
tion of  passengers  or  the  like  kind  of  property  for  a  shorter 
than  for  a  longer  distance  OYer  the  same  line  in  the  same 
direction,  the  shorter  being  included  in  the  longer  distance, 
it  is  not  sufficient  justification  therefor  that  the  traffic  which 
is  subjected  to  such  greater  charge  is  way  or  local  traffic,  and 
that  which  is  giYen  the  more  faYorable  rates  is  not. 

'*  Nor  is  it  sufficient  justification  for  such  greater  charge 
that  the  short  haul  traffic  is  more  expensiYC  to  the  carrier, 
unless  when  the  circumstances  are  such  as  to  make  it  excep- 
tionally expensiYe,  or  the  long  haul  traffic  exceptionally  inex- 
pensiYC,  the  difference  being  extraordinary  and  susceptible  of 
definite  proof. 

"  Nor  that  the  lesser  charge  on  the  longer  haul  has  for  its 
motiYe  the  encouragement  of  manufacturers  or  some  Other 
branch  of  industry. 

''Nor  that  it  is  designed  to  build  up  business  or  trade 
centres. 

.  **Nor  that  the  lesser  charge  on  the  longer  haul  is  merely  a 
continuation  of  the  faYorable  rates  under  which  trade  centres 
or  industrial  establishments  haYC  been  built  up. 

''The  fact  that  long  haul  traffic  will  only  bear  certain  rates 
is  no  reason  for  carrying  it  for  less  than  cost  at  the  expense 
of  other  traffic." 

The  Commission  might  have  stopped  there  and  directed 
the  can-iers  to  withdraw  their  applications,  leaving  further 
construction  of  the  section  to  come  up  in  cases  of  complaint 
or  subsequent  application  for  relief.  But  before  laying  down 
any  principles  except  the  construction  as  to  the  carrier's  right 
of  primary  determination,  it  said: 

"  It  is  manifestly  important  to  the  public  interest,  as  well  as 
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to  that  of  the  railroads  themselves,  that  mistakes  shall  as  far 
as  possible  be  avoided.  It  is  also  important  that  the  gen- 
eral rule  laid  do\^Ti  by  the  statute  be  strictly  complied  with 
whenever  compliance  appears  to  be  fairly  practicable,  and 
that  carriers  direct  their  attention  more  to  the  feasibility  of 
coming  into  conformity  with  it  than  to  the  possibility  of  find- 
ing reasons  upon  which  to  ground  exceptions.  They  are 
therefore  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  such  conclusions  as  we 
have  already  reached  upon  the  general  merits  of  their  appli- 
cations that  they  may  be  guided  thereby  in  the  preparation 
of  their  tariffs  respectively.  In  giving  these  conclusions  we 
limit  ourselves  strictly  to  the  cases  presented  and  leave  out 
of  view  such  other  grounds  of  relief,  if  any,  as  are  not  yet 
formally  brought  forward." 

The  Commission  then  proceeded  to  discuss  and  lay  down 
the  rules  above  set  forth.  It  being  apparent  that  competi- 
tion of  various  kinds  would  constitute  a  main  subject  for  con- 
sideration in  cases  of  long  and  short  hauls  the  Commission 
discussed  the  force  and  effect  of  the  competition  of  carriers 
not  subject  to  the  law,  and  also  that  of  carriers  subject  to  its 
provisions,  for  the  purpose  of  arriving  at  such  general  con- 
clusions in  regard  thereto  as  would  properly  direct  carriers  in 
establishing  rates  for  longer  and  shorter  hauls. 

The  Commission  said  generally  on  the  subject  of  competi- 
tion as  creating  dissimilarity  in  circumstances  and  conditions 
that  Congress  in  rejecting  the  fourth  section  as  introduced  in 
both  of  its  branches,  and  insisted  upon  in  the  bill  passed  by 
the  House,  "  understood  that  they  were  not  adopting  a  meas- 
ure of  strict  prohibition  in  respect  to  charging  more  for  the 
shorter  than  for  the  longer  distance,  but  that  they  were, 
instead,  leaving  the  door  open  for  exceptions  in  certain  cases, 
and  among  others  in  cases  where  the  circumstances  and  con- 
ditions of  the  traffic  were  affected  by  the  element  of  competi- 
tion, and  Avhere  exceptions  might  be  a  necessity  if  the  com- 
petition was  to  continue ;  and  water  competition  was  beyond 
doubt  especially  in  view." 

But  the  Commission  immediately  said  in  that  connection 
that  Congress  must  be  supposed  to  have  allowed  this  because 
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the  public  interest  required  it,  and  **  that  only  legitimate  open 
and  fair  competition  was  meant,  not  everything  that  has  been 
done  under  the  name  of  competition  and  which  in  many 
cases  has  been  equally  destructive  of  public  and  private  right. 
Among  common  abuses  have  been  the  granting  of  special 
favor  in  exceptional  rates,  rebates,  drawbacks,  etc.,  all  of 
which  are  now  expressly  prohibited  by  law  when  they  assume 
the  form  of  unjust  discrimination.  There  has  also  been 
favoritism  between  places  and  communities,  as  a  result  of 
competition  ;  but  this  is  no  longer  permissible."  It  was  also 
expressly  stated  in  the  opinion  that  the  prohibitions  against 
unjust  and  unreasonable  rates  and  unjust  discriminationB 
apply  as  well  to  cases  under  section  4  as  in  other  oases. 

In  taking  this  view  of  the  meaning  of  the  statute  the  Com- 
mission undoubtedly  relieved  itself  of  many  onerous  duties 
in  the  consideration  of  cases  arising  on  applications  for 
orders  granting  leave  to  charge  less  for  the  longer  distance 
on  the  score  of  competition ;  and  the  difficidty  of  discharging 
these  duties  was  clearly  set  forth  in  the  banning  of  the 
opinion.  By  defining  the  kinds  of  competition  which  might 
entitle  the  carrier  to  make  less  charges  for  the  longer  dis- 
tances and  there1>y  justify  consequent  greater  charges  on  its 
line  for  shorter  hauls  the  Commission  has  recognized  that 
competition  of  that  character  constitutes  a  state  of  facts  of 
which  the  carriers  could  judge  in  the  first  instance  without 
giving  color  of  right  to  any  charges  on  the  competing  line. 

Now  what  kind  of  competition  did  the  Commission  hold 
might,  by  warranting  a  lesser  long  haul  charge,  justify  car- 
riers in  establishing  greater  charges  for  shorter  hauls?  The 
answer  is:  Competition  with  water  carriers.  Competition 
with  foreign  railroads.  Competition  with  railroad  lines 
wholly  in  a  single  state.  Such  carriers  are  not  subject  to  the 
law.  They  are  independent  of  all  regulation  by  the  Federal 
authority,  and  consequently  the  carrier,  subject  to  such  r^;a- 
lation,  in  first  determining  for  itself  to  charge  less  for  the 
longer  distance  because  of  such  competition,  does  not  by 
meeting  the  competitive  rates  give  color  of  right  to  rates  on 
the  other  competing  lines,  for  the  law  does  not  r^;ulate  such 
rates. 
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The  Commission  described  one  other  kind  of  competition 
which  might  entitle  a  carrier  to  charge  less  for  a  longer  haul 
and  thereby  justify  short  haul  charges.  This  was  in  "  rare 
and  peculiar"  cases  of  competition  with  a  railroad  subject  to 
the  Act  where  a  strict  application  of  the  general  rule  of  the 
statute  would  be  destructive  of  legitimate  competition.  This 
class  of  cases  was  illustrated  by  two  instances  of  very  circuit- 
ous routes ;  one  being  where  the  competing  lines  run  from 
the  point  of  shipment,  one  in  a  direct  line  to  the  longer  dis- 
tance point  while  the  other  runs  tn  the  opposite  direction 
and  its  traffic  reaches  the  longer  distance  point  by  taking  a 
wide  circuit.  Thia  was  the  Pittsburgh  or  Youngstown  case. 
The  other  illustration  was  that  of  roads  running  north  and 
south  delivering  to  connections  at  terminals  or  intermediate 
junctions,  and  competing  to  and  from  a  common  market  with 
direct  east  and  west  roads  which  by  reason  of  greatly  less 
distance  make  the  rates  to  the  longer  distance  point. 

The  belief  was  indulged  in  that  the  carriers  by  strictly 
observing  the  limitations  put  upon  their  judgment  in  thai 
opinion,  and  at  the  same  time  obeying  the  other  provisions 
of  the  statute,  would  find  little  necessity  for  applying  to  the 
Commission  for  relief ;  that  the  operation  of  the  law  upon 
two  carriers  subject  to  its  provisions  woidd  render  competi- 
tion between  them  an  infrequent  cause  for  seeking  aid  in  an 
order  relaxing  the  rule.  But  from  the  outset  the  Commission 
realized  that  the  provision  for  relief  in  the  fourth  section 
would  promote  the  interest  of  interstate  commerce  and 
uphold  the  rights  of  carriers  by  preserving  competition 
between  carrierf  subject  to  the  Act  which  the  Commission 
should  ascertain  to  be  legitimate.  The  opening  part  of  the 
opinion  under  'onsideration  states  the  view  of  construction 
which  was  thereinafter  discussed  and  approved:  That  "the 
order  for  relie'  would  be  needful  only  when  the  case  was  not 
one  of  plainly  dissimilar  circumstances  and  conditions,  but 
in  which,  nevertheless,  there  might  be  reasons  and  equities 
that  would  sanction  such  greater  charge." 

Pqjtbw  fln  the  Commission  said  : 

"  The  M',ter  clause  in  the  same  section  which  empowers  the 
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Commission  to  make  orders  for  relief  in  its  discretion  does 
not  in  doing  so  restrict  it  to  a  finding  of  circumstances  and 
conditions  strictly  dissimilar,  but  seems  intended  to  give  a 
discretionary  authority  for  cases  that  could  not  well  he  indU 
cated  in  advance  by  general  designation,  while  the  cases  which 
upon  their  facts  should  be  acted  upon  (by  the  carriers)  as 
clearly  exceptional  would  be  left  for  adjudication  when,  the 
action  of  the  carrier  was  challenged.  The  statute  becomes 
on  this  construction  practical  and  this  section  may  be 
enforced  without  serious  embarrassment." 

It  would  be  impossible  to  "  indicate  in  advance  by  general 
designation"  all  cases  of  competition  between  carriers  sub- 
ject to  the  Act  that  should  or  should  not  come  imder  the 
general  rule.  Competition  between  carriers  subject  to  the 
Act  does  not  constitute  plainly  dissimilar  circumstances  and 
conditions,  for  reasons  wbich  we  shall  now  proceed  to  state, 
and  the  duty  of  primarily  determining  the  question  is  laid 
upon  the  Commission  by  the  fourth  section  of  the  statute. 

The  necessity  for  supplemental  construction  at  this  time 
arises  from  the  fact  that  carriers  in  the  operation  of  their 
lines  have  not  held  strictly  to  the  principles  laid  down  in  the 
Louisville  &  Nashville  opinion,  under  a  possible  misappre- 
hension of  the  scope  of  that  decision. 

In  stating  in  that  opinion  what  kinds  of  competition  might 
entitle  the  carrier  to  make  lesser  long  haul  charges,  or  that 
create  dissimilar  circumstances  and  conditions  under  which 
it  would  be  justified  in  charging  more  for  shorter  hauls,  we 
now  think,  in  tlie  light  of  more  than  five  years  operation  of 
the  statute,  that  the  Commission  should  not  have  included  in 
.sucli  statement,  "rare  and  peculiar  cases  of  competition 
between  railroads  subject  to  tlie  Act  where  a  strict  applica- 
tion of  the  general  rule  of  the  statute  would  be  destructive  of 
legitimate  competition,"  if  this  language  in  the  opinion  was 
fairly  susceptible  of  the  interpretation  which  the  carriers 
have  put  upon  it.  As  an  exception  it  was  not  consistent 
with  the  otherwise  harmonious  theory  on  which  the  whole 
opinion  was  based. 

It  constituted  an  exception  to  the  clear  reservation  for  the 
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primary  action  of  the  Commission  in  cases  involving  compe- 
tition between  carriers  subject  to  the  Act  which  is  implied  in 
the  fourth  section.  Because  the  instances  of  such  ^^  rare  and 
peculiar "  cases  cited  in  the  opinion  are  such  as  indicate  a 
hardship  that  the  Commission  would  not  fail  to  recognize 
and  by  an  order  under  the  provisory  clause  relieve,  if  applied 
for,  was  no  good  ground  for  permitting  the  carriers  to  deter- 
mine for  themselves  what  cases  of  such  competition  are  rare 
and  peculiar  or  when  any  cases  of  strife  for  traffic  between 
carriers  subject  to  tjie  law  will,  if  the  strict  rule  of  the  fourth 
section  is  applied,  be  "  destructive  of  legitimate  competition." 
From  the  fact  that  many  carriers  have,  as  was  natural, 
expanded  the  permission  restricted  to  "  rare  and  peculiar 
cases"  into  a  privilege  to  presume  that  whenever  they  engage 
in  competition  with  other  carriers  subject  to  the  Act  the  case 
becomes  "rare  and  peculiar,"  the  exceptional  ruling  has 
become  inoperative,  delusive,  and  opened  the  door  to  many 
evasions  of  the  statute.  We  think  there  is  nothing  in  the 
statute  which  warranted  the  exception. 

The  prohibitory  part  of  the  fourth  section  of  the  statute  is 
followed  by  this  proviso  : 

"That  upon  application  to  the  Commission  appointed 
under  the  provisions  of  this  Act,  such  common  carrier  may, 
in  special  cases,  after  investigation  by  the  Commission,  be 
authorized  to  charge  less  for  longer  than  for  shorter  distances 
for  transportation  of  passengers  or  property;  and  the  Com- 
mission may  from  time  to  time  prescribe  the  extent  to  which 
said  designated  common  carrier  may  be  relieved  from  the 
operation  of  this  section  of  this  Act." 

Force  must  be  given  to  this  part  of  the  section  as  well  as 
the  other. 

In  the  framing  of  the  fourth  section  it  appears  that  a  pro- 
viso of  this  character  was  made  a  part  of  it  before  the  words 
"  under  substantially  similar  circumstances  and  conditions," 
were  inserted  in  the  preceding  general  rule.  The  debate 
indicates  that  the  then  object  of  the  proviso  was  to  give  the 
Commission  substantially  discretionary  power  to  relieve  car- 
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riers  from  the  operation  of  the  general  role.  The  subsequent 
incorporation  of  the  clause,  **  substantially  similar  circum- 
stances and  conditions"  in  the  prohibitory  part  of  the  sec- 
tion, the  same  phrase  being  already  in  the  second  section, 
could  only  have  been  intended  to  proTide  for  a  class  of  cases 
where  the  carrier  is  capable  of  determining  for  itself  whether 
the  transportation  conditions  are  similar,  and  this  it  can 
easily  do  when  the  competition  is  with  carriers  not  subject  to 
regulation  under  the  Act.  If  it  had  been  intended  by  that 
phrase  to  coyer  all  cases  of  dissimilar  circumstances  and  con- 
ditions apparent  and  actual,  regardless  of  whether  fairness 
and  justice  to  carriers,  shippers  and  localities  demanded  the 
exceptional  charge,  then  the  proviso  would  have  been 
stricken  out  when  the  similarity  clause  was  inserted.  But 
the  debates  indicate  that  both  the  proviso  and  the  clause 
were  regarded  as  necessary,  and  that  the  proviso  would  apply 
to  a  class  of  cases  not  intended  to  be  covered  by  the  similar- 
ity clause.  In  the  absence  of  anything  in  the  phraseology  of 
the  statute  which  clearly  indicates  to  what  class  of  cases 
these  two  provisions  respectively  apply,  it  becomes  necessary 
to  seek  for  an  interpretation  that  is  reasonable  and  will  give 
effect  to  both  clauses.  A  statute  must,  if  possible,  be  so  con- 
strued as  to  give  effect  to  all  its  provisions. 

The  competition  of  carriers  subject  to  the  Act  with  carriers 
not  amenable  to  its  provisions  plainly  constitutes  dissimilar 
circumstances  and  conditions  which  jusiify  a  reasonable 
departure  from  the  rule  of  the  fourth  section  if  the  competi- 
tion be  actual  and  controlling  in  respect  to  traffic  important 
in  amount.  This  includes  the  competition  of  independent 
water  lines,  independent  state  railroads,  and  foreign  railroads, 
where  they  have  not  so  connected  themselves  with  the  car- 
riage of  interstate  traffic  as  to  thereby  become  subject  to  the 
Act. 

Of  the  similarity  or  dissimilarity  in  the  circumstances  and 
conditions  which  originate  in  real  and  tangible  competition 
with  lines  not  subject  to  the  Federal  authority  the  carrier  is 
obviously  well  qualified  to  judge  and  determine  for  itself  in 
the  first  instance.  Such  circumstances  and  conditions  have 
direct  bearing  upon  traffic  over  the  line  and  are  not  subject 
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fco  qualificatioD  by  a  multitude  of  other  facts  pertaining  to 
lines  of  other  carriers  subject  to  Federal  regulation.  For 
instance,  the  competition  between  rail  carriers  both  subject 
to  the  Federal  law  for  business  between  two  points  does  not, 
hecau{<e  it  exists,  constitute  circumstances  and  conditions  of 
transportation  which  one  carrier  is  competent  to  say  will  war- 
rant exceptional  rates  on  its  road,  even  though  the  other  may 
have  the  shorter  line.  Such  a  case  presents  questions  that 
can  only  be  properly  determined  by  the  regulating  authority 
created  by  the  law.  Rates  on  the  competing  line  may  oi 
may  not  be  lawfully  adjusted,  and  the  low  rates  to  the  com* 
petitive  point  may  be  remunerative  on  the  shorter  line  but 
unreasonably  low  and  unprofitable  over  the  longer  line.  This 
is  a  case  for  investigation  by  the  Commission,  not  only  with 
reference  to  the  long  line,  but  it  also  involves  a  scrutiny  of 
the  rates  of  the  competing  road  and  the  reasons  which  cause 
the  low  rates  to  be  charged.  Another  consideration  is  that 
the  carriers  if  left  to  themselves  are  likely  to  force  the  already 
low  rate  lower  and  lower,  whether  it  originally  paid  both  car- 
riers or  not,  until  finally  a  point  is  reached  where  other  traffic 
on  both  linos  is  burdened  with  pai-t  of  the  cost  which  prop- 
erly belongs  to  the  business  competed  for;  charges  to  many 
points  on  both  lines  are  thrown  out  of  just  relation,  and, 
what  is  still  worse,  the  competition  which  has  become  illegit- 
iuKite  is  likely  to  have  so  aflfected  rates  of  roads  not  interested 
in  the  original  strife,  but  which  have  felt  obliged  to  give  rela- 
tively lower  rates  to  competitive  points  on  their  lines  in  the 
same  territory,  that  they,  too,  stand  in  unlawful  light.  This  is 
illustrated  to  a  considerable  extent  in  the  territory  now  under 
consideration.  Competition  unrestrained  will  naturally  develop 
into  reckless  warfare,  or,  through  that  combination  which  is 
the  logical  result  of  destructive  or  ruinous  competition,  per- 
petuate a  system  of  rates  which  is  burdensome  to  many  com-  • 
muuities  while  it  unduly  favors  a  few,  and  yet  brings  no  addi- 
tional returns  to  the  carriers  concerned.  The  lawmaking 
power  never  intended  that  competition  should  have  such 
unrestrained  and  disastrous  sway  btjfore  the  remedy  of  regu- 
lation should  be  invoked  and  applied. 

But  competition  between  carriers  subject  to  the  Act  to  reg- 
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ulate  commerce  may  furnish  gronnds  for  disproportionate 
rates  on  the  line  of  one  of  the  carriers,  and  when  such  a  rail- 
road  company  meets  a  stronger  competitor  in  the  strife  for 
business  between  the  same  points,  such  a  case  should,  if  the 
weaker,  line  will  gain  some  profit  from  the  competitiYe  rate, 
be  brought  to  the  attention  of  the  CommiBsion  as  a  special 
case  for  relief  under  the  proviso  of  the  fourth  section.  The 
Commission  will  investigate  the  matter  and,  having  in  view 
the  rights  of  both  carriers  and  their  duties  to  the  persons  and 
communities  they  serve,  equitably  determine  the  questions 
involved. 

The  regulation  provided  by  the  Act  to  regulate  commerce 
is  not  intended  to  limit  or  restrict,  but  rather  to  preserve  and 
encourage  legitimate  competition  between  carriers  subject  to 
its  jurisdiction  ;  but  the  legality  of  such  competition  should 
in  no  case  be  arbitrarily  determined  by  the  oompetitorB  them- 
selves.  Those  who  are  subject  to  the  law  can  never  find 
excuse  for  disobedience  in  the  disobedience  of  another,  and 
neither  should  be  allowed  to  judge  of  what  constitutes  obedi- 
ence on  the  part  of  another.  Competition  between  carrieia 
subject  to  the  Act,  to-be  legitimate,  must  be  based  upon  actual 
compliance  with  the  provisions  of  that  law.  When  the  com- 
peting carrier  is  not  subject  to  the  Act  that  fact  alone  may 
constitute  a  substantial  dissimilaritv  in  circumstances  and 
conditions,  because  the  rates  of  the  competing  carrier  are  not 
subject  to  regulation  under  the  statute,  so  that  there  is  no 
room  for  presumption  or  doubt  in  such  a  case. 

In  such  a  case  it  is  easy  to  see  that  it  was  wise  for  Con- 
gress to  allow  the  carrier  to  act  independently  of  the  regulat- 
ing body  in  deviating  from  the  general  rule,  but  in  a  case 
where  both  carriers  are  subject  to  the  statute  there  can  be  no  . 
presumption  of  the  existence  of  facts  that  would  warrant  a 
departure  from  that  rule,  and  the  question  whether  they  do 
exist  or  not  must  necessarily  be  a  mixed  question  of  fact  and 
law  depending  on  various  considerations,  as  hereinbefore 
shown,  which  the  regulating  body  must  pass  upon ;  and  com- 
plicated as  such  a  question  is  herein  shown  to  be,it  would  be 
contrary  to  all  analogy  to  allow  one  of  the  parties  in  interest* 
to  determine  for  itself.     It  would  be  a  novelty  in  the  drafting 
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of  statutes  to  charge  a  person  who  is  made  subject  to  the  law 
with  the  solution  of  such  difficult  and  intricate  problems  as 
must  arise  under  the  fourth  section  of  this  statute  on  the 
claim  of  a  right,  arising  from  competition  with  another  car- 
rier also  subject  to  that  law,  to  disregard  its  general  provis- 
ion, and  which  Congress  foresaw  could  only  receive  just  solu- 
tion by  wholly  disinterested  minds.  The  protection  of  the 
law  extends  equally  to  carriers  and  the  public,  and  no  other 
interpretation  of  its  provisions  than  that  which  awards  even 
handed  justice  to  both  is  admissible. 

The  line  between  the  right  of  a  carrier  to  conclude  for  itself 
in  the  first  instance  and  the  necessity  of  applying  to  the 
Commission  for  relief  we  think  is  sharply  drawn  at  the  point 
where  the  carrier  is  manifestly  unable  to  rightfully  decide. 

We  think  that  in  no  case  is  there  any  presumption  of  dis- 
similarity of  circumstances  and  conditions  where  the  com- 
peting lines  are  both  subject  to  the  Act ;  and  there  being  no 
such  presumption  neither  road  can  deviate  from  the  general 
rule  on  its  own  motion,  but  must  apply  for  relief  under  the 
proviso  clause  of  the  section,  and  the  burden  will  rest  upon 
the  road  seeking  such  relief. 

Under  that  proviso  there  seems  to  be  no  limitation  upon 
the  power  of  the  Commission  to  grant  relief  when,  upon  con- 
sideration of  all  the  facts  the  Commission  is  satisfied  "  that 
the  interests  of  the  commerce  of  the  country  and  common 
fairness  to  the  common  carriers  require  that  an  exception 
should  be  made." 

It  is  difficult  to  see  why  this  proviso  is  not  broad  enough 
to  enable  the  Commission  to  relieve  all  cases  of  hardship 
under  the  foui-th  section  arising  from  competition  between 
carriers  subject  to  the  Act,  including  many  of  the  embarrass- 
ments now  felt  by  American  carriers  in  competition  with 
Canadian  carriers  which  may  be  subject  to  the  Act  in  respect 
to  the  traffic  competed  for. 

The  foregoing  has  been  especially  directed  to  the  competi- 
tion of  carriers  subject  to  the  Act  between  the  same  points. 

The  same  course  should  be  taken  when  carriers  meet  the 
competition  of  other  linos  which  carry  traffic  to  the  same 
point  but  from   difi'erent   points   of  orjgin.     The   strife   for 
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trade  between  different  markets  seeking  transportation  for 
like  commodities  to  the  same  locality  is  undoubtedly  one  of 
the  most  potent  commercial  forces  of  our  time.  But  a  com- 
mon carrier  cannot  rightfully  assume  that  this  or  that  market 
upon  its  line  is  entitled  as  a  matter  of  right,  in  shipments  to 
a  given  point,  to  rates  which  another  carrier  sees  fit  to  give 
from  a  market  on  its  line  to  the  same  point.  It  does  not  fol- 
low that  markets  competing  for  trade  in  the  same  territory 
must  enjoy  similar  rates  in  order  to  compete  with  each  other^ 
and  the  carrier  which  serves  one  market  has  no  right  to 
assume  that  substantially  equal  rates  must  be  given.  Market 
competition  does  not  create  circumstances  and  conditions 
which  the  carriers  can  take  into  account  in  determining  for' 
themselves  in  the  first  instance  whether  they  are  justified 
under  the  fourth  section  in  charging  more  for  a  shorter  than 
for  a  longer  distance  over  their  lines.  To  deteriqine  the  force 
and  effect  of  such  competition  involves  commercial  considera- 
tions peculiar  to  the  business  of  shippers,  such  as  advantage 
of  business  location,  comparative  economy  of  production^ 
comparative  quality  and  market  value  of  commodities,  all  of 
which  are  entirely  disconnected  from  circumstances  and  con- 
ditions under  which  transportation  by  the  carrier  is  con- 
ducted. Carriers  cannot  create  abnormal  situations  by  mak- 
ing rates  which  equalize  advantages  and  disadvantages  of 
competing  localities  and  thereupon  claim  justification  for 
greater  charges  on  shorter  hatds  on  the  ground  that  the 
lesser  long-haul  charges  which  accomplish  such  equalization 
are  necessary  to  secure  increase  in  traffic  over  their  lines.. 
Under  the  fourth  section  where  doubt  exists  as  to  the  exist- 
ence of  facts  which  would  legitimately  force  a  lower  rate  for 
the  longer  haul,  and  we  think  doubt  must  always  exist  where 
the  competing  carriers  run  from  different  markets,  the  carrier 
cannot  assume  to  solve  it.  The  propriety  of  applying  to  the 
Commission  for  relief  in  such  a  case  is  apparent. 

To  repeat  the  idea  above  discussed,  the  competition  of  car- 
riers subject  to  the  law  between  the  points  mutually  served^ 
or  competition  between  different  markets  to  the  point  where 
competing  lines  join,  does  not  merely  because  it  exists  make 
out  the  dissiipilar  circumstances  and  condition's  upon  which 
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a  carrier  may  on  its  own  motion  base  a  lower  rate  for  one 
point,  while  it  keeps  in  effect  a  higher  rate  for  a  shorter  dis- 
tance over  its  line.  They  are  not  presumptively  dissimilar. 
Investigation  by  the  Commission  may,  with  no  wrong  to  the 
carrier,  but  with  permanent  benefit  to  the  places  they  serve, 
result  in  bringing  charges  to  all  points  in  the  immediate  ter- 
ritory into  closer  conformity  with  the  law,  and  render  a  lower 
rate  for  the  longer  distance  unnecessary,  or  else  furnish 
sound  reasons  for  its  being  sanctioned.  Begulation  having 
been  provided  by  Congress,  its  application  is  not  only  con- 
stant, but  the  machinery  of  the  law  is  at  all  times  available 
by  the  carriers  governed,  as  well  as  by  the  public  which  the 
carriers  serve. 

The  special  cases  referred  to  in  the  proviso  of  the  fourth 
section,  in  which  the  Commission  is  empowered  to  make  inves- 
tigation and  grant  relief  from  the  requirements  of  the  general 
rule,  include  all  cases  that  primarily  involve  questions  of 
regulation  over  the  respective  competing  lines.  The  line 
which  forces  the  lower  rate  may  itself  be  guilty  of  dispro- 
portionate rates.  Such  disparity  may  not  be  so  great  as  to 
have  caused  a  complaint  to  the  Commission  by  the  patrons 
of  the  line,  notwithstanding  the  burdens  imposed  may  be 
manifest,  but  when  rates  so  adjusted  are  made  the  basis  of 
another  line's  departure  from  the  rule  of  equitable  charges, 
the  situation  imperatively  calls  for  the  intervention  of  the 
regulating  authority,  both  in  the  interests  of  the  connecting 
roads  and  of  their  patrons. 

A  construction  of  the  law  wliich  allows  a  carrier  to  deter- 
mine for  itself  in  every  instance  whether  the  lower  rate  for 
the  longer  distance  is  warranted,  is  liable,  when  such  lower 
rate  is  adopted  by  it,  to  cause  another  carrier  serving  the 
same  territory  to  feel  justified  in  establishing  a  lower  rate  for 
the  longer  distance  on  its  line  to  the  same  point  or  to  a  dif- 
ferent point  appearing  to  require  relatively  favorable  rates ; 
and  is  also  liable  to  cause  other  carriers  in  the  same  section 
to  take  similar  action ;  thus  creating  an  artificial  or  abnormal 
situation  which  constantly  provokes  belief  and  claim  of  unjust 
discrimination  and  endless  controversies  between  shippers 
and  carriers.     Such  a  situation,  left  unchanged,  presents  a 
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railroad  problem  most  difficult  of  solution.  But  a  constmc- 
tion  of  the  law  which  will  compel  a  carrier,  before  putting  in 
a  lower  rate  for  the  longer  distance,  to  seek  relief  by  a 
method  which  will  involve  a  careful.examination  of  the  traffic 
conditions  as  to  all  the  lines  competing  for  carriafre  in  the 
same  territory,  would  tend  to  promote  a  solution  more  bene- 
ficial for  all  parties. 

A  concise  statement  of  this  construction  of  the  fourth  sec  • 
tion  on  the  point  above  discussed  is :  The  carrier  has  a  right 
to  judge  in  the  first  instance  whether  it  is  justified  in  making 
the  greater  charge  for  the  shorter  distance  under  the  fourth 
section  in  all  cases  where  the  circumstances  and  conditions 
arise  wholly  upon  its  own  line  or  through  competition  for  the 
same  traffic  with  carriers  not  subject  to  regulation  under  the 
Act  to  regulate  commerce.  In  other  cases  under  the  fourth 
section  the  circumstauces  and  conditions  are  not  preHump* 
tively  dissimilar,  and  carriers  must  not  charge  less  ff/r  the 
longer  distince  except  upon  the  order  of  this  Commissioi), 

Aside  from  overruling  the  "rare  and  jieculiar  cases"  excep- 
tion, this  construction  is  no  departure  from  previous  rulings 
and  is  not  new.  Soon  after  the  Louisville  k  Nashville  opin- 
ion was  promulgat*f<l  by  the  Commission,  Judge  Pjirdee  of 
the  United  States  Circuit  Court  approved  this  construction 
in  Missouri  Pac.  R.  Co.  /;.  T*'x;is  k,  P.  K.  f>>.,  31  PeiL  K^>. 
.527.  Upon  ex  j}^irte  applicable  of  the  receivers  of  the  defend- 
ant for  advice  in  relation  to  the  construction  of  the  fourth 
section  of  the  Act  to  regulate?  commerce,  the  court  held : 

for  th'r  ]'•:.;?  a.'.'i  hr.or*,  ha-^!.  it  hf^iijM  Xhjkl  wb<fr*r  t?j*r  dr'.-uf/iisUfys*-**  «fid  ''^m^ 
d:ty. :--  *r-  *i.hr'.::.,l3kr  t ♦.<:!'?  i»r  TjO  proiiiVixi^/ii :  yfh^r^  i.*j«?  'fJf*,*»jm»slAiy:»*  utA 

U*  I''  .'-*  '•'-•  'rl'^T.rxijtr  'rl rvu :,'-»!--*.'. '.**  or  'r'^'ijti'yfi*  vhi*:t  x^'xJ'i'j^  4h^wl' 
jhrr.j.  *.'.*:  c ',•-'.■•  ijho-.':  ;fo  -:,  f^-kor  of  ♦.*.*:  */'j,'*^^.  *A  *>L*:  ]*»•.  »iid  Xii^  «rir- 

Wr.-^r*-  •1.^  "^'--n-r"*-* •■'■'*-•  i*  '-   'vrjC-to;.-!*  ar*-  *■::.'.  j^s.  or  *-*'*^-¥j-'^i*JJT  viatl' 
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Corn.  Kep.  317.  The  Ex  parte  Koeliler  cases  all  involved 
water  lines  and  the  rulings  were  made  with  especial  reference 
to  the  influence  of  competition  by  that  mode  of  carriage ;  and 
the  language  of  the  judge  in  the  course  of  discussion  must  be 
construed  with  like  reference. 

The  case  of  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission  v.  Atchi- 
son,  T.  &   S.  F.  E.  Co.,  50  Fed.  Kep.  295,  was  brought   to 

brce  an  order  of  the  Commission  issued  against  the 
defendants  in  a  proceeding  brought  before  it  by  the  San  Ber- 
nardino Board  of  Trade.  In  the  case  before  the  court  the 
defendants  took  a  great  deal  of  additional  evidence  upon  the 
subject  of  water  transportation  at  the  longer  distance  point. 
The  court  discussed  the  evidence  at  considerable  length  and 
held  that  such  means  of  transportation  actually  exists,  is 
actually  and  actively  seeking  the  traflBc,  and  that  shipments 
by  water  are  increasing.  The  decision  turned  upon  this 
showing,  and  the  language  of  the  court  in  the  course  of  the 
discussion  must  be  held  to  have  been  made  with  reference  to 
the  facts  therein  set  forth.  The  principle  stated  by  the  court 
that  to  render  lawful  a  greater  charge  for  a  shorter  than  for 
a  longer  haul,  under  section  four  of  the  Act,  it  is  not  neces- 
sary to  first  obtain  authority  of  the  Commission ;  that  such 
charge  is  lawful  if  the  circumstances  and  conditions  are  not 
in  fact  substantially  similar  and  the  carrier  may  determine 
for  himself,  subject  to  a  liability  for  violating  the  Act,  if,  on 
investigation,  the  fact  be  found  against  him,  is  clearly  in  line 
with  our  view  as  to  competition  by  water  lines,  or  the  com- 
petition of  foreign  railroads,  or  the  competition  of  independ- 
ent state  railroads.  The  decision  was  not  rendered  upon 
any  controlling  consideration  of  competition  between  car- 
riers subject  to  the  law. 

In  the  case  of  Osborne  v.  Chicago  k  N.  W.  E.  Co.,  48  Fed. 
Eep.  49,  Judge  Shiras  in  charging  the  jury,  said : 

"  Whether  the  railway  company  was  justified  by  a  cut  rate,  making  what 
was  called  in  argument  '  illegitimate  competition,'  and  circumstances  of 
that  kind  which  grow  out  of  the  handling  and  management  of  the  railroad 
business  of  the  country,  by  other  competing  lines,  and  its  effect  upon  the 
business  of  the  defendant  company,  in  the  judgment  of  the  court,  is  a  ques- 
tion that  cannot  be  submitted  to  you.     Questions  of  that  kind  are  for  the 


B.  B.  COMMISSION  OF  GEO.  V.  CLYDE  STEAMbHIP  00  ET  AL.  399 

Judgment  and  determination  of  tiie  board  of  commlasionerB  appointed 
under  this  Act,  and  the  courts  and  juries,  when  they  are  called  to  act  upon 
particular  cases  arising  under  this  Act,  where  it  is  denied  that  the  law  has 
been  violated,  are  only  authorized  to  determine  the  question  whether  in  the 
service  rendered,  the  character  of  the  property,  its  conveyance,  and  other 
facts  which  inhere  in  the  carrying  of  freight  upon  the  particular  line  which 
is  charged  with  wrong  doing,  there  existed  dissimilar  ciroumstanceB  and 
conditions  relieving  this  company  from  the  charge  of  oolleoting  a  larger 
rate  for  the  shorter  haul  over  the  same  line,  in  the  same  direction,  and 
under  otherwise  substantially  similar  circumstaneeB  and  conditions.** 

This  decision  distinctly  follows  the  construction  that  where 
doubt  exists,  the  circumstances  and  conditions  should  be 
taken  as  substantially  similar.  Doubt  always  exists  as  to  the 
legitimate  force  of  the  competition  between  carriers  subject 
to  the  law  which  one  of  them  claims  to  compel  the  making  of 
exceptional  chaises  over  its  line.  The  law  restrains  both 
alike  and  the  true  presumption  is  that  they  haye  equal 
advantage  under  the  law.  But  if  hardship  is  encountered 
then  reUef,  temporary  and  continuing,  may  on  proper  show- 
ing be  obtained  under  the  proviso  of  the  fourth  section. 

In  a  case  where  the  competition  of  a  state  railroad  which 
in  no  way  made  it  subject  to  the  Act,  was  allied  to  justify 
the  lower  rate  this  Commission  sustained  the  defendant  and 
laid  down  the  following  principle : 

''The  words  'substantially  similar  circumstances  and  conditions'  as 
found  in  the  second  and  fourth  sections  of  the  Act  to  regulate  commerce  in 
certain  important  particulars  define  the  rights  and  duties  of  carriers  and 
the  rights  of  shippers  as  well.  For  example,  if  the  carrier  claims  to  act 
under  the  compulsion  of  circumstances  and  conditions  of  his  own  creation 
or  connivance  in  the  making  of  an  exceptional  rate,  then  these  will  not  avail 
him ;  or  if  the  carrier  claims  to  act  under  a  compulsion  of  circumstanoee 
and  conditions  in  the  making  of  an  excptional  rate  which  he  could  obviate 
by  reasonably  fair  and  Just  exertion  on  his  part,  then  they  wiU  not  avail 
him.  But  if  the  carrier  is  in  good  faith  acting  under  a  compulsion  of  cir- 
cumstances and  conditions  beyond  his  control,  not  of  his  own  connivance, 
and  which  he  could  not  obviate  by  any  reasonably  fair  and  just  effort  on  his 
part,  and  to  avoid  large  loss  adopts  exceptional  rates  on  a  portion  of  his 
line,  not  unreasonable  in  themselves,  and  forced  upon  him  by  the  aotton  of 
an  independent  state  railroad,  which  is  not  aiiijeet  to  the  Aot  to  regulate  ecfm- 
mereey  and  which  is  operating  a  slightly  shorter  and  competing  line  with  his 
own,  these  are  circumstances  and  conditions  under  the  operation  of  the 
statute  which  justify  him  in  adopting  such  exceptional  rates  thus  forced 
upon  him  on  this  portion  of  his  line.**  Business  Men's  Asso.  «.  Chicago, 
St.  P.,  M.  &  O.  R.  Co.,  2  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  52:  2  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  41. 
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This  ruling  excludes  the  competition  of  carriers  subject  to 
the  Act  from  the  carriers'  judgment. 

The  distinction  herein  made  between  the  competition  of 
carriers  subject  to  the  Act,  and  the  competition  of  such  a 
carrier  with  those  not  subject  to  the  Act,  is  also  applicable  to 
competition  alleged  in  cases  under  the  second  and  third  sec- 
tions, and  the  Commission  so  considered  in  Harwell  t\ 
Columbus  &  W.  E.  Co.,  1  I.  C.  C.  Eep.  237;  1  Inters.  Com, 
Eep.  631. 

In  a  case  where  railroad  competition  was  alleged  by  the 
respondent  to.  justify  the  exceptionally  lower  rate,  which 
came  before  the  Commission  for  investigation  in  July,  1888, 
it  appeared  that  the  lower  rate  was  caused  by  what  the 
respondent  termed  unfair  competition  by  the  competing  line, 
and  the  evidence  tended  strongly  to  show  that  the  long  haul 
rate  was  unreasonably  low.  lie  Chicago,  St.  P.  &  K.  C.  R. 
Co.,  2  I.  C.  C.  Eep.  231;  2  Inters.  Com.  Eep.  137.  In  its 
annual  report  to  Congress  for  that  year  the  Commission  said 
of  its  decision  in  that  case : 

« 

"The  reasoning  seemed  strong  and  was  certainly  plausible.  But  the 
question  involved  was  a  question  of  the  construction  of  the  Act;  its  answer 
was  to  be  arrived  at  on  consideration  of  what  was  probably  the  legislative 
intent.  It  was  seen  that  the  circumstances  and  conditions  relied  upon  as 
entitling  the  carrier  to  make  the  exceptional  rates  were  not  circumstances 
growing  out  of  natural  causes ;  they  were  not  the  outcome  of  competition 
by  water  routes ;  there  was  no  peculiarity  of  the  line  which  would  make  the 
rates  at  the  termini  and  at  other  stations  relatively  just;  the  only  dissimi- 
larity in  the  circumstances  and  conditions  which  attended  the  making  of 
the  rates  at  the  different  points  was  that  at  the  termini  there  was  sharp 
railroad  competition  and  at  the  intermediate  stations  there  was  not. 

^'But  tfiis  was  a  state  of  things  that,  at  the  pUoMire  of  the  railroad  compa- 
nies acting  generally,  or  even  of  single  companies  disposed  to  act  in  hostility, 
might  be  made  to  eosist  at  ang  point  of  railroad  connection  in  the  cotmtry  ;  and 
if  the  greater  charge  on  the  shorter  haul  was  admissible  in  the  com  under  inves- 
tigation  the  rule  of  the  fourth  section  would  be  of  no  practical  value  whatever. 
Any  railroad  company  might  by  its  acti<m  absolve  a  competitor  from  its  obUga- 
ti^ni,  and  be  itself  absolved  in  rettirn.  The  legislature  nexer  intended  this  con-- 
sequence.  It  did  not  intend,  as  the  Cammission  believed,  that  the  carriers  sub^t 
t/f  thf"  law  xhoiild  at  pleasure  thus  make  tJie  rule  of  the  statute  ineffectual, 

"The  carri(»r  under  investigation  conformed  to  this  conclusion  and  graded 
its  rates  acconlingly,  and  the  objectionable  rates  made  by  the  carrier  com- 
plained of  wor«  also  soon  discontinued." 
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It  may  not  be  ont  of  place  here  to  refer  to  a  late  English 
construction  of  the  law  of  undue  preference  contained  in  the 
Act  of  1888  as  applied  to  a  case  where  competition  with  other 
railways  between  the  same  points  and  also  water  transporta- 
tion was  relied  upon  to  justify  a  lower  charge  for  a  longer 
distance,  but  the  shorter  was  not  includea  within  the  longer 
distance. 

A  clause  in  the  statute  relating  to  the  public  interest  and 
interests  of  the  railways  is  carefully  construed.  As  to  the  pub- 
lic interest  it  was  held  that  the  fact  that  it  is  seldom  not  in  the 
interest  of  the  public  to  have  a  choice  of  competing  routes 
does  not  decide  the  question.  **  It  is  clear  that  the  Act  can-- 
templates  the  possible  existence  of  competition  which  truiy  not 
be  in  the  irderests  of  the  pvblic  although  it  he  effectual  to  secure 
traffic^ 

After  considering  the  words  "public  interests"  the  follow- 
ing rules  are  stated  in  the  English  opinion:  "It  is,  howeyer, 
as  a  general  rule,  against  the  public  interests  that  uncertainty 
sliould  be  introduced  into  trade  by  frequent  or  violent  or 
arbitrary  changes  of  the  circumstances  under  which  people 
engaged  in  business  have  to  carry  it  on  and  to  make  their 
living.  It  is,  as  a  broad  general  rule,  against  the  pubUc  inter- 
est that  artificial  circufnstanceSy  which  at  the  will  or  caprice  or 
for  the  self  interest  of  any  man,  or  body  of  men,  may  be 
swept  out  of  existence  as  lightly  as  they  were  perhaps  cre- 
ated, shoidd  be  permitted  to  interfere  with  ths  natural  course  of 
trade.  Liverpool  Com  Trade  Asso.  v.  London  &  N.  W.  R. 
Co.,  L.  E.  1  Q.  B.  Div.  120,  45  Am.  &  Eng.  R.  Cas.  216. 

This  English  case  clearly  illustrates  our  construction  of  the 
law  that  the  existence  of  competition  between  carriers  sub- 
ject to  the  Act  does  not  justify  them  in  the  first  instance  in 
charging  a  lower  rate  for  the  longer  distance.  We  do  not 
think  that  case  a  proper  one  to  cite  as  a  precedent  in  a  long 
and  short  haul  case  under  our  statute,  for  the  circumstances . 
of  carriage  are  very  different.  It  was  purely  a  case  of  rela- 
tive rates  of  undue  preference  between  markets,  but  it  shows 
how  strictly  the  English  authorities  interpret  the  broad  lan- 
guage of  their  law  in  accordance  with  the  evident  intent  of 
the  law-making  power. 
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A  proceeding  known  as  the  **  Import  Rate  Case,"  and  insti- 
tuted by  this  Commission  to  enforce  its  order  restraining  car- 
riers from  charging  less  for  services  rendered  in  carrying 
import  trafl&c  from  American  seaports,  when  shipped  from 
foreign  ports  under  through  bills,  than  they  charge  for  carry- 
ing domestic  shipments  of  like  kind  of  traffic  between  the 
same  points  was  decided  in  the  United  States  Circuit  Court, 
Southern  District  of  New  York,  on  October  5  of  the  present 
year.  The  long  and  short  haul  question  was  also  to  some 
extent  involved.  Wallace,  J.,  writing  the  opinion,  which  sus- 
tains the  ruling  of  the  Commission,  in  conclusion  said : 

**  The  Interstato  Commerce  Act  would  bo  emasculated  in  its  remedial  effi- 
cacy, if  not  practically  nullified,  if  a  carrier  can  justify  a  discrimination  in 
rates  merely  upon  the  ground  that  imless  it  is  given  the  traffic  obtained  by 
giving  it  would  go  to  a  competing  carrier.  A  shipper  having  a  choice 
between  competing  carriers  would  only  have  to  refuse  to  send  his  goods  by 
one  of  them  unless  given  exceptional  rates  to  justify  that  one  in  malting  the 
discrimination  in  his  favor  on  the  gromid  of  the  necessity  of  the  situation." 

We  also  refer  to  the  decision  of  the  Commission  in  the 
case  of  James  &  Mayer  Buggy  Co.  v,  Cincinnati,  N.  O.  &  T. 
P.  E.  Co.,  4  I.  C.  C.  Eep.  744;  3  Inters.  Com.  Eep.  682.  In 
that  case  the  defendants  sought  to  justify  the  greater  charge 
for  the  shorter  haul  on  the  ground  of  the  competition  of 
water  carriers  in  connection  with  delivering  rail  lines  from  a 
different  market.   On  this  point  the  Commission  held  that : — 

**  Water  competition  to  jiiMify  the  greater  charge  for  the  shorter  distanoe 
must  be  competition  in  transportation  to  the  longer-distance  point  and  as  to 
freight  which,  if  not  carried  over  the  line  on  which  it  is  located,  would 
reach  such  dcdtinatiou  by  water  transportation." 

The  case  wjis  brought  by  complaint.  There  was  no  appear- 
ance  at  the  hearing  first  assigned.  The  defendants  subse- 
quently, upon  the  order  of  the  Commission  that  the  burden 
was  upon  them  took  a  little  testimony  by  deposition,  and  the 
case  WHS  submitted  with  little  or  no  argument  on  either  side. 
The  ruling  and  the  order  to  cease  and  desist  from  charging 
more  for  the  shorter  than  for  the  longer  distance  was  in 
accordance  with  the  spirit  of  the  Commission's  previous 
decisions  and  the  only  logical    outcome  of  the  case.     The 
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defendants  attempted  to  justify  the  greater  charge  for  the 
shorter  distance  on  the  ground  of  substantially  dissimilar 
circumstances  and  conditions,  but  they  were  not  plainly  dis- 
similar, under  the  construction  of  the  section  as  laid  down  by 
the  Commission  and  approved  by  the  courts.  The  competi- 
tion relied  upon  to  constitute  the  dissimilarity  in  circum- 
stances and  conditions  was  not  only  from  a  diiferent  point  of  • 
shipment  but  it  was  competition  by  carriers  over  through 
routes  subject  to  the  Act.  What  was  said  in  that  decision 
with  reference  to  the  competition  of  markets  we  now 
re-affirm.  (68G,  687).  The  competitors  stood  presumably 
with  equal  advantage  under  the  law  and  the  exceptional  rate 
could  only  be  sanctioned  by  an  order  granted  upon  investi- 
gation which  should  sustain  the  carrier's  application  for 
relief.  The  language  of  the  fourth  section  present  one  very 
important  consideration  which  should  always  be  kept  in  view, 
namely:  that  which  will  not  amount  to  a  justification  of  the 
greater  charge  for  the  shorter  haul  under  the  prohibitorj'  rule 
of  the  section  may  nevertheless  warrant  the  Commission  in 
granting  a  relieving  order  upon  an  application  for  relief 
under  the  proviso  clause  of  the  section.  To  stand  upon  one's 
right  under  the  law  is  one  thing,  and  to  obtain  relief  by  pro- 
cess of  law  is  another.  Ordinarily  the  Commission  should 
not  alter  the  standing  of  parties  in  proceedings  before  it. 
When  upon  complaint  under  the  thii-teenth  section  of  charges 
alleged  unlawful  under  the  rule  of  the  fourth  section,  the  car- 
rier avers  substantial  dissimilarity  in  circumstances  and  con- 
ditions as  justifying  the  greater  charge  for  the  shorter  dis- 
tance, it  is  concluded  by  its  pleading,  and  must  affirmatively 
show  that  the  circumstances  and  conditions  of  which  it  is 
entitled  to  judge  in  the  first  instance  are  in  fact  substantially 
(lissimihir.  But  upon  an  application  under  the  fourth  sec- 
tion proviso  the  carrier  is  the  petitioner,  not  the  respondent; 
it  is  not  limited  bv  the  terms  of  the  rule,  and  may  present  to 
the  consideration  of  the  Commission  every  material  reason 
for  an  order  in  its  favor.  And  upon  investigation  of  the  mat- 
ter the  Commission  is  not  confined  to  issues  made  by  plead- 
ings, but  may,  among  otlier  things,  examine  into  the  legality 
of  rates  on  coin]H>tiiig  lines.     The  Commission  may  for  cause 
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shown  on  such  an  application  institute  on  its  own  motion  a 
collateral  proceeding  for  the  purpose  of  correcting  appar- 
ently unlawful  rates  on  the  competing  line,  and  pending  the 
proceeding  grant  temporary  relief  to  the  petitioning  carrier. 
But  it  must  not  be  inferred  by  this  that  the  Commission  will 
entertain  applications  for  relief  based  on  frivolous  grounds. 
.  The  petition  or  application  must  make  out  in  statement  a 
prima  facie  case  of  hardship  under  the  rule,  and  when  the 
competition  of  another  carrier  is  the  cause  of  an  application 
to  charge  less  for  the  longer  distance,  it  must  appear  therein 
that  traffic  considerable  in  amount  will  be  lost  to  the  petition- 
ing carrier  if  through  action  of  the  Commission  its  situation 
in  regard  to  such  longer  distance  rate  shall  not  be  relieved. 

We  must  dispose  of  these  cases  under  the  above  construc- 
tion of  the  law.  Taking  up  the  caries  in  the  order  in  which 
they  are  treated  in  the  findings,  the  Chattanooga- Atlanta  All- 
Rail  Route,  Case  No.  317,  comes  first.  In  this  case,  where  all 
the  competing  lines  are  subject  to  the  Act  to  regulate  com- 
merce and  the  jurisdiction  of  this  Commission  as  to  through 
shipments  from  Cincinnati,  New  York,  Philadelphia,  Boston 
and  Baltimore,  or  from  any  Ohio  River  or  Mississippi  River 
point,  or  any  Atlantic  port  north  of  Charleston,  the  defend- 
ants had  no  right  to  put  in  the  higher  rates  for  the  shorter 
distance  upon  their  own  motion,  but  should  have  made  appli- 
cation to  the  Commission  for  relief  under  the  provisory  clause 
of  the  fourth  section,  and  are  technically  not  now  entitled  to 
make  defense  to  this  complaint.  But  a  considerable  portion 
of  the  evidence  was  devoted  to  this  route,  and  we  ought  to 
give  the  parties  the  benefit  of  our  comment  and  conclusions 
as  the  facts  now  stand. 

A  schedule  of  rates  from  Cincinnati  to  Atlanta  which 
affords  a  rate  per  ton  per  mile  varying  on  the  different  classes 
from  1.18  to  4.51  cents  cannot  be  considered  too  low ;  on  the 
contrary,  if  such  a  rate  sheet  were  challenged  it  would  take 
strong  evidence  to  overcome  the  presumption  that  such  rates 
per  ton  per  mile  are  unreasonably  high.  But  the  unreason- 
ableness of  Atlanta  rates  is  not  questioned  here,  these  rates 
being  the  lower  charges  for  the  longer  distance  with  which 
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rates  complained  of  are  compared.  The  distance  from  Cin- 
cinnati to  Chattanooga  is  336  miles,  the  first-class  rate  is  76 
cents,  and  the  rate  per  ton  per  mile  is  about  4^  cents.  The 
distance  from  Cincinnati  to  Atlanta  is  474  miles,  the  first- 
class  rate  is  $1.07,  and  the  rate  per  ton  per  mile  is  also  about 
4^  cents.  But  the  rate  per  ton  per  mile  from  Cincinnati  to 
Marietta,  a  distance  of  only  451  miles,  is  over  5  cents  and  6 
mills.  Marietta  takes  a  first-class  rate  of  $1.27  from  Cincin- 
nati, being  the  Chattanooga  76-cent  rate  and  the  Western  A 
Atlantic  51-cent  local  to  Marietta.  The  rate  per  ton  per  mile, 
Chattanooga  to  Marietta,  is  over  8  cents  and  7  mills  for  car- 
rying about  117  miles,  over  one-third  the  mileage  Cincinnati 
to  Chattanooga,  and  nearly  one-fourth  of  the  total  distance 
from  Cincinnati  to  Marietta.  The  per  ton  per  mile  rate  to 
Marietta  is  for  a  fourth  part  of  the  carriage  nearly  double  the 
rate  per  ton  per  mile  for  the  other  three-fourths.  There  is 
31  cents  difference  between  the  rates  on  first-class  traffic  from 
Cincinnati  to  Chattanooga  and  from  Cincinnati  to  Atlanta. 
On  through  business  from  Cincinnati  31  cents  would  seem  to 
afford  a  sufficient  margin  for  carrying  between  Chattanooga 
and  any  point  on  the  Western  &  Atlantic  railroad. 

Considering  the  relative  amounts  of  through  and  local  ton- 
nage of  the  Western  &  Atlantic  road,  it  is  apparent  that  the 
reduction  of  rates  to  intermediate  points  to  those  in  effect  at 
Atlanta  would  result  in  but  small  loss  of  revenue  from  traffic 
shipped  at  present  rates,  and  this  would  very  likely  be  more 
than  made  up  by  consequent  increase  in  traffic  to  those 
points. 

Cartersville,  Kingston  and  Marietta  are  reached  by  other 
lines  than  the  Western  &  Atlantic,  but  these  lines  make  no 
competition  with  the  Western  &  Atlantic  in  rates  on  traffic  to 
these  poiuts. 

In  view  of  these  facts  and  others  shown  in  the  statement 
of  findings,  we  hold  that  the  defendants  are  not,  upon  the 
evidence,  justified  in  making  the  greater  ^charges  complained 
of  in  this  case.  But  this  being  the  first  case  since  the 
Louisville  &  Nashville  decision  in  which  the  Commission  has 
been  called  upon  to  specifically  hold  that  relieving  orders  must ' 
be  applied  for  in  this  class  of  cases,  we'think  the  carriers  shotdd 
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have  an  opportunity  in  this  case  of  applying  for  relief  under 
the  proviso  of  the  fourth  section,  and,  if  possible,  of  bring- 
ing forward  voluntarily  as  applicants,  instead  of  defendants, 
additional  evidence  that  may  be  admissible  under  such  a  pro- 
ceeding, as  indicated  in  this  opinion.  The  order  wiU  there- 
fore be  that  the  defendants  in  this  case  cease  and  desist,  with- 
in 20  days  after  receiving  a  copy  thereof,  from  charging  or 
receiving  any  greater  compensation  in  the  aggregate  for  the 
transportation  of  a  like  kind  of  property  from  Cincinnati  or 
other  points  called  and  known  as  Ohio  River  points  for  the 
shorter  distance  to  Calhoun,  Adairsville,  Kingston,  Carters- 
ville,  Acworth,  or  Marietta,  than  for  the  longer  distance  over 
the  same  line  in  the  same  direction  to  Atlanta,  the  shorter 
being  included  within  the  longer  distance ;  or,  that  the 
defendants  make  and  file  with  tlie  Commission  within  the  time 
above  specified  an  application  or  ^ipplications  as  the  case 
may  require,  as  provided  in  the  proviso  of  the  fourth  section 
of  the  Act  to  regulate  commerce,  for  relief  from  the  operation 
of  that  section  in  respect  to  the  prohibition  therein  contained 
against  charging  or  receiving  any  greater  compensation  in  the 
aggregate  for  the  transportation  of  like  kind  of  property  from 
Cincinnati  and  other  Ohio  River  points  to  the  shorter  distance 
points  above  mentioned  than  for  such  transportation  over  the 
same  line  in  the  same  direction  for  the  longer  distance  to 
Atlanta,  and  show  cause  within  60  days  after  service  of  the 
order  why  such  application  for  relief  should  be  granted;  and 
upon  such  application  the  evidence  already  taken  in  this, 
case  may  be  used.  In  case  the  application  for  relief  shall 
be  denied  the  order  to  cease  and  desist  shall  stand,  and  com- 
pliance therewith  will  be  required  within  twenty  days  after 
service  of  the  order  denying  the  application. 

The  next  case  is  the  Augusta- Atlanta  part  water  route,  case 
No.  314.  Atlanta  is  the  longer  distance  point  in  this  case 
as  in  the  case  just  decided,  and  the  competing  lines  for 
through  transportation  from  New  York,  Philadelphia,  Bos- 
ton, Baltimore,  Cincinnati,  etc.,  are  also  the  same  as  in  that 
case.  This  route  is  through  Charleston  and  there  is  a  com- 
peting^ route  by  the  Ocean  Steamship  Company  and  Central 
Railroad    of    Georgia    through    Savannah    and    Macon   to 
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Atlanta ;  the  distance  being  for  all  practical  purposes  about 
the  same  over  either  route.  The  transportation  by  the  route 
through  Savannah  is  composed  of  a  water  line  and  a  line  of 
railrpad  wholly  in  Georgia,  but  we  shall  not  now  undertake 
to  discuss  what  effect  an  attempt  of  the  water  and  state  lines 
to  make  low  individual  rates  and  act  independently  of  each 
other  as  to  billing  and  shipment  of  carriage,  might  have  upon 
traffic  routed  through  Charleston.  We  are  dealing  with 
existing  facts,  and  transportation  over  both  routes  is  now 
through,  and  as  to  such  transportation  the  carriers  over  both 
routes  are  subject  to  the  Act.  The  East  Tennessee  and  the 
Savannah,  Florida  &  Western  connecting  at  Jessup,  Oa.,  also 
run  from  Savannah,  Ga.,  through  Macon,  and  the  East  Ten- 
nessee has  its  own  line  from  Brunswick  to  Atlanta.  High 
per  ton  per  mile  rates  are  produced  by  the  locals  of  the 
Georgia  Kailroad  and  these  rates,  by  being  made  part  of 
through  charges  between  interstate  points,  cause  very  con- 
siderable increase  in  rates  per  ton  per  mile  for  the  whole 
route  to  intermediate  points  as  compared  with  the  rate  per 
ton  per  mile  produced  by  agreed  through  rates  to  the  termi- 
nals. We  are  led  to  believe  and  hold  upon  the  facts  now 
before  us  that  through  charges  over  the  route  to  the  interme- 
diate or  shorter  distance  points  are  unlawful.  For  the  reas- 
ons expressed  in  regard  to  the  preceding  case  we  shall  direct 
the  defendants  to  charge  no  more  to  the  shorter  distance 
points  than  to  Atlanta,  the  longer  distance  station,  or  &pply 
for  relief  and  show  cause  thereon  in  the  manner  and  within 
the  time  stated  in  the  foregoing  order  in  case  No.  317. 
Before  closing  the  discussion  as  to  this  case  we  desire  to  call 
attention  to  an  admission  by  the  defense  in  this  case,  namely, 
that  Madison,  one  of  the  shorter  distance  points,  would 
under  tlie  present  method  of  defendants  in  fixing  rates  soon 
be  likely  to  receive  considerably  reduced  rates  on  account  of 
the  competition  to  that  point  through  Macon  situate  on  the 
Savannah  route.  A  line  extends  from  Macon  up  through 
Madison  to  Lula  on  the  Bichmond  &  Danville  line.  Madi- 
son and  Social  Circle  both  shorter  distance  points  on  the 
Georgia  road  are  but  16  miles  apart,  and  the  present  rates  to 
Madison  and  Social  Circle  over  this  route  are  substantially 


408  INTERSTATE   COMMERCE   COMMISSION  REPORTS. 

the  same.  Social  Circle  is  also  connected  with  the  Bichmond 
&  Danville  road  by  a  line  to  Gainesville.  The  apparently 
favorable  situation  of  these  two  places  in  respect  to  trans- 
portation facilities  is  worthy  of  note. 

The  case  numbered  325,  and  called  the  Atlanta  &  West 
Point  all-rail  route  from  Cincinnati  and  other  Ohio  River 
points  is  next  in  order.  We  do  not  think  this  case  comes 
within  the  rule  of  the  fourth  section.  It  is  conceded  by  the 
complaint  and  the  fact  appears  in  evidence  that  water  com- 
petition exists  to  Montgomery  by  the  Alabama  river.  Ope- 
lika  the  other  longer  distance  point  is  benefited  by  rates 
lower  than  it  would  receive  were  it  not  for  the  influence  of 
competition  at  Montgomery;  and  West  Point  is  also  favored 
thereby  though  in  less  degree.  But  the  inherent  defect  in 
the  complaint  is  that  the  transportation  is  not  over  tlie  same 
line  in  tJie  same  direction  to  both  the  shorter  and  longer  dis- 
tance points.  The  shorter  is  not  included  with  the  longer 
distance.  Traflic  for  Montgomery  and  Opelika  and  even 
West  Point  routed  by  the  Louisville  &  Nashville,  one  of  the 
initial  defendants,  goes  over  a  wholly  different  route,  and  as 
to  the  Cincinnati,  New  Orleans  &  Texas  Pacific,  another 
initial  defendant,  while  the  evidence  is  not  clear  upon  the 
point,  still  the  length  of  its  line  leads  us  to  believe  that  in 
handling  Cincinnati  traffic  for  Montgomery  and  Opelika,  it 
carries  such  traffic  first  to  Birmingham  and  forwards  to 
Montgomery  and  Opelika  by  connecting  lines  from  that  point. 
Freight  from  Ohio  river  points  below  Henderson  may  possi- 
bly go  through  Atlanta,  but  the  principal  point  of  shipment 
to  which  our  attention  was  directed  by  the  evidence  is  Cin- 
cinnati.    The  complaint  in  this  case  must  be  dismissed. 

In  case  No.  315,  the  Macon-Georgetown-Columbus  Part 
Water  Route,  the  lines  are  the  Ocean  Steamship  Company 
and  the  Central  Railroad  of  Georgia,  which  transport  the 
traffic  from  New  York  and  otlier  north  Atlantic  ports  through 
tlie  port  of  Savannah  to  Columbus,  a  longer  distance  point, 
and  Ev(a'(*tt,  Buth^r,  Geneva  and  Scliatulga,  shorter  distance 
points  on  the  same  line,  and  also  to  Georgetown,  a  longer 
distance  point,  and  Smithvillo,  Dawson  and  Cuthbert,  shorter 
distance  points  on  the  same  line.     Those  destination  points 
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are  on  the  southwestern  division  of  the  Central  system, 
beginning  at  Macon  and  ending  by  one  branch  at  Columbus 
and  by  another  at  Georgetown  or  Eufaula  on  the  opposite 
bank  of  the  Chattahoochee  river.  Columbus  is  also  on  that 
river.  The  defense  claims  that  water  competition  exists  at 
Columbus  and  Georgetown,  the  latter  being  about  a  mile  east 
of  the  river,  by  a  route  which  is  water  New  York  to  Jackson- 
ville, rail  from  Jacksonville  to  Chattahoochee  River  Junc- 
tion, and  steamboat  up  that  river  to  Columbus  and  George- 
town, but  admits  that  under  present  rates  the  Cliattahoochee 
competition  is  not  an  element  to  be  feared.  It  is  also  in  evi- 
dence that  the  channel  of  the  Chattahoochee  would  need  to 
be  improved  before  it  could  be  extensively  employed  for  ves- 
sels of  considerable  draught;  but  how  much  improvement 
would  be  necessary  was  not  shown.  The  route  controls  the 
rates  to  the  points  mentioned  except  as  they  may  be  influ- 
enced by  the  river  line. 

There  is  much  less  disparity  in  rates  to  the  shorter  and 
longer  distance  points  upon  this  route  than  those  in  effect  to 
.such  points  on  any  of  the  other  routes  named  in  these  com- 
plaints. The  highest  first-class  rate  is  $1.31  and  the  lowest 
is  SI. 14,  making  17  cents  difference  between  the  first-class 
rates  to  Columbus  or  to  any  shorter  distance  station.  Tlie 
rates  to  each  point  are  straight  rates  and  not  the  addition  of 
rates  to  and  from  a  basing  point.  It  is  apparent  to  us  that 
an  intelligent  effort  has  been  made  to  keep  the  disproportion 
in  long  and  short  haul  rates  down  to  a  low  degree,  and  upon 
a  plan  of  making  rates  direct  to  the  point  of  destination,  and 
it  is  possible  if  not  probable  that  the  application  of  proper 
regulation  to  other  lines  in  this  territory  may  enable  the  car- 
riers upon  this  route  to  strictly  comply  with  the  general  rule, 
or  at  least  further  reduce  the  difference  between  charges  for 
the  longer  and  shorter  distances. 

But  we  are  not  assured  by  the  evidence  that  water  compe- 
tition by  the  Chattahoochee  River  is  a  seriously  threatening 
and  potential  factor  in  rate  making  at  this  time,  or  that  if  in 
effect  it  would  not  be  over  a  route  wholly  or  paii;ially  subject 
to  our  jurisdiction,  and  as  competition  with  other  lines  sub- 
ject to  the  Act  is  also  in  this  case  we  think  the  proper  and 
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consistent  course  is  found  in  the  issuance  of  an  altematdye 
order  like  the  one  directed  in  cases  317  and  314,  and  such  an 
order  will  be  prepared. 

The  next  case  in  order  is  the  Atlanta-Macon  All-Bail  Boute 
from  Cincinnati.  Here  the  Central  of  Georgia  is  again  the 
terminal  road.  Macon  is  the  longer  distance  point  and 
Jonesboro,  Hampton,  Griffin,  Barnesville  and  Forsyth  are 
the  shorter  distance  points.  Macon  and  Atlanta,  the  two 
terminals  of  tliis,  the  Atlanta,  division  of  the  Central  system, 
take  substantially  the  same  rates  from  Cincinnati.  The  rates 
to  the  intermediate  stations  are  highest  to  the  points  about 
equidistant  between  the  terminals  and  rates  on  the  higher 
classes  are  based  on  the  terminal  which  gives  the  most  favor- 
able combination  rate ;  but  the  lower  class  rates  are  as  a  rule 
not  arrived  at  by  adding  established  locals  to  basing  point 
charges.  The  rate  per  ton  per  mile  Cincinnati  to  Griffin,  one 
of  the  shorter  distance  points,  is  5^  cents  on  the  first-class 
rate  of  $1.39,  and  the  rate  per  ton  per  mile  on  the  class  D 
rate  of  32  cents,  the  lowest  class,  is  1  cent  and  2  mills.  The 
Macon  first-class  rate  of  $1.07  is  about  3  cents  and  6  mills 
per  ton  per  mile  and  the  class  D  rate  of  29  cents  is  about  1 
cent  per  ton  per  mile.  We  do  not  hesitate  to  say,  as  a  gen- 
eral proposition  that  a  rate  per  ton  per  mile  of  5^  cents  on 
any  class  of  goods  for  a  distance  of  over  500  miles,  as  is  in 
effect  to  Griffin,  is  apparently  unreasonable ;  neither  is  a  rate 
per  ton  per  mile  of  3  cents  and  6  mills  for  nearly  600  miles^ 
such  as  Macon  has,  apparently  too  low.  We  think  the  latter 
rate  is  in  itself  evidence  of  being  profitable,  and  that  the 
amount  of  the  former  leads  directly  towards  a  belief  in  its 
being  extortionate.  But  rates  generally  in  southeastern  ter- 
ritory range  higher  than  in  other  sections  of  the  country,  the 
evidence  adduced  at  the  hearing  on  the  question  of  reason- 
ableness was  meagre,  and  we  are  no  more  prepared  to  say  in 
this  than  in  the  other  cases  that  the  defendants  are  unable  to 
rebut  the  presumption  of  unreasonableness  which  is  raised 
by  an  examination  of  the  rates  alone.  On  this  route  from 
Cincinnati  to  Atlanta  the  East  Tennessee  carries  only 
between  Chattanooga  and  Atlanta,  but  the  East  Tennessee 
runs  on  through  Atlanta  to  and  beyond  Macon  to  the  sea  at 
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Brunswick.  It  also  ooniiects  at  Jessup  with  the  Savannah^ 
Florida  &  Western  for  Savannah.  The  distance  from  Cin- 
cinnati to  Macon  by  the  East  Tennessee  route  is  576  miles  as 
compared  with  the  distance  by  the  route  in  this  case  of  691 
miles,  but  the  short  route  Cincinnati  to  Macon  is  formed  by 
the  Cincinnati,  New  Orleans  &  Texas  Pacific  to  Chattanooga ; 
the  Western  &  Atlantic  to  Atlanta,  and  East  Tennessee  to 
Macon ;  distance  562  miles.  The  mileage  Jrom  the  sea  to 
Macon  is  192  miles  by  the  Central  of  Geoi^a  from  Savan- 
nah,  and  about  200  miles  by  the  Savannah  &  Western  and 
East  Tennessee  from  Savannah.  The  distance  by  the  East 
Tennessee  from  Brunswick  to  Macon  is  about  190  miles.  So 
that  the  mileage  between  Macon  and  the  sea  at  the  two  porta 
named  is  about  the  same  by  either  of  the  roads.  The  ratea 
to  Macon  from  New  York  or  Baltimoi*e,  water  and  rail,  and 
from  Cincinnati,  all  rail,  have  but  little  variation.  Macon 
rates  all  rail,  or  water  and  rail,  appear  to  meet  on  a  nearly 
common  basis.  The  Atlanta  rates  have  been  herein  referred 
to  and  commented  upon  in  other  oases.  Traffic  to  both  the 
shorter  and  longer  distance  points  in  this  case  is  only  carried 
over  lines  which  are  subject  to  regulation  at  our  hands.  Wa 
therefore  direct  that  the  like  order  be  issued  in  this  case  aa 
was  directed  to  be  entered  in  the  Chattanooga-Atlanta  oase^ 
No.  317. 

We  next  consider  Case  No.  326,  the  Atlanta  &  West  Point 
Part  Water  Boute  through  Charleston  from  New  York  and 
other  northern  ports  to  Newnan,  Grantville,  H(^ansville,  La 
Grange  and  West  Point,  shorter  distance  points,  and  Opelika^ 
tlie  longer  distance  point.  All  of  these  stations  are  located  , 
on  the  Atlanta  &  West  Point  road  except  Opelika,  which  ia 
upon  the  Western  of  Alabama  line.  As  shown  by  the  find-^ 
iugs  applicable  to  this  route,  water  and  rail  lines  through 
Savannah  and  Brunswick  can  reach  all  the  shorter  distance 
points  through  Opelika,  the  longer  distance  point,  except 
Newnan,  over  a  shorter  rail  mileage  than  by  this  route  from 
Charleston.  The  water  lines  to  Savannah  and  Brunswick  do 
not  touch  at  Charleston,  and  the  difference  in  distance  by 
water  from  New  York  and  other  points  to  Charleston,  Savan^ 
nah   or   Brunswick  is,  in  view  of  the  low  cost  of  water  car-^ 
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riage,  too  inconsiderable  to  affect  the  merits  of  the  case. 
The  actual  routing  of  the  freight  over  these  competing  routes, 
which  also  reach  Atlanta,  and  one  of  them  (Newnan)  by  direct 
lines  from  the  seaboard,  is  not  shown,  they  not  being  parties 
to  the  case.  We  assume  that  it  would  be  for  the  advantage 
of  the  Central  road  taking  freight  from  steamer  at  Savannah 
for  West  Point,  or  even  La  Grange,  to  route  it  through  Ope- 
lika,  the  longer  distance  point  in  this  case,  for  its  carrying 
distance  would  be  longer  than  by  delivering  at  Atlanta  or  New- 
nan.  But  traffic  to  the  shorter  and  longer  distance  points 
does  go  over  the  route  in  this  case — the  Charleston  route — 
and  it  is  therefore  within  the  rule  of  the  fourth  section  and 
different  from  Case  325,  which  we  have  dismissed.  All  the 
competing  lines  are  subject  to  the  provisions  of  the  Act  to 
regulate  commerce,  and  while  under  present  rates  of  shorter 
lines  to  Opelika,  West  Point,  etc.,  there  may  and  doubtless 
do  appear  to  the  carriers  composing  the  route  under  consid- 
<3ration  reasons  which  they  as  carriers  can  but  regard  as 
forceful  and  controlling  as  to  traffic  and  revenue,  yet  an 
application  for  relief  by  the  carriers  interested  in  present 
rates  on  traffic  over  the  route,  supported  by  such  evidence 
and  argument  as  the  carriers'  interest  will  lead  them  to  pre- 
sent, and  coupled  with  like  investigation  of  the  rates  on'  the 
competing  lines,  may  change  the  whole  situation  by  bringing 
or  retaining  proper  rates  into  effect  and  at  the  same  time 
preserving  all  the  just  rights  of  each  carrier  and  insuring 
equity  and  justice  to  the  shippers  and  localities  concerned. 
An  alternative  order  as  above  outlined  will  likewise  be  entered 
in  this  case. 

The  Atlanta  &  West  Point  Fertilizer  Eoute  from  Charles- 
ton, Case  No.  324,  is  over  the  same  railroads  that  form  part 
of  the  last-mentioned  route  from  New  York  to  Newnan  and 
other  points.  The  fertilizer  rates  from  Charleston  are  made 
in  competition  with  rates  from  Savannah,  and  to  the  shorter 
distance  points  set  forth  in  the  complaint  and  findings  the 
transportation  from  Savannah  maybe  wholly  within  the  State 
of  Georgia.  Tlie  rail  lines  from  Savannah  and  Brunswick 
can  also  reach  the  shorter  distance  points  through  Opelika 
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with  fertilizers  as  they  do  with  class  freights  mentioned 
under  the  Atlanta  &  West  Point  Part  Water  IU>ate,  Fertil- 
izers are  low-grade  freight,  brought  mostly,  it  is  believed,  in 
cheap  bottoms  to  Atlantic  ports.  Bates  on  shipments  of  fer-- 
tilizers  from  Savannah  to  Newnan,  Grantsville,  Hogansville,. 
La  Grange  and  West  Point  are  exclusively  subject  to  regula-^ 
tion  by  the  complaining  Georgia  Commission,  when  the  trans- 
portation is  all  in  Georgia,  and  the  Charleston  dealer  in  fer- 
tilizers must  meet  the  Savannah  man  by  reducing  prices  if 
he  cannot  obtain  from  the  Charleston  route  rates  equally  a& 
low  as  those  fixed  by  the  Georgia  Commission  from  Savannah, 
It  seems  to  us  that  the  remedy  for  the  correction  of  rates  on 
shorter  hauls  when  competing  rail  shipments  originate  at 
seaports,  one  in  and  the  other  out  of  Georgia,  is  with  the 
Commission  of  that  State  which  is  also  the  complainant 
herein.  We  might  shut  our  eyes  to  this  fact  by  holding  that 
the  competition  is  not  from  the  same  point  of  departure,  but 
considering  the  power  and  office  of  the  complainant,  w& 
believe  such  a  ruling  would  be  founded  more  on  sentiment  than 
fact,  and  not  be  warranted  by  the  slight  evidence  in  this  case. 
This  case  does  not  fall  because  of  the  competition  of  the 
Savannah  and  Charleston  fertilizer  markets  for  trade  at  the 
destination  points  named  in  the  complaint.  If  free  market 
competition  were  the  only  factor  in  the  case,  we  should  decide 
adversely  to  the  defendant's  claim  of  justification.  But  the 
rates  from  Savaunah  to  all  the  shorter  distance  points  are  not 
only  not  subject  to  investigation  by  this  Commission,  but  are 
subject  to  the  authority  vested  by  the  State  of  Georgia  in  the 
Bailroad  Commission  of  that  State,  the  complainant  in  thi& 
ease,  and  such  complainant  has,  as  shown  in  the  33d  findings 
made  a  general  ruling,  the  stated  intention  of  which  is  to  give 
the  railroads  in  Georgia  "  the  largest  liberty  in  fostering  the 
industries  of  the  State,"  in  order  "  that  our  own  roads  and 
seaports  may  be  able  to  compete  with  roads  and  seaports. 
without  the  State."  We  have  here  the  anomalous  case  of  a 
State  Board  authorizing  a  carrier  subject  to  its  supervision 
to  enter  unrestrainedly  into  competition  as  to  rates  from  a 
seaport  in  Georgia  with  interstate  carriers  from  a  nei(  »  - 
ing  seaport  without  the  State  of  Georgia,  and  yet  c< 
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ing  against  the  interstate  carriers  that  they  violate  the  same 
long  and  short  haul  principle  which  it  authorizes  the  State 
carriers  to  disregard.  While  the  rule  and  explanation  set 
forth  in  the  33d  finding  are  kept  in  effect  by  the  Georgia 
Bailroad  Commission,  we  do  not  think  a  complaint  by  it  of 
rates  from  a  southeastern  seaport  outside  of  Georgia  to  points 
in  Georgia,  reached  also  by  rail  lines  from  a  seaport  in  that 
State,  should  be  sustained. 

Orders  in  the  several  cases  will  be  made  in  accordance 
with  the  conclusions  above  stated.  In  this  report  and  dpin- 
ion  all  the  Commissioners  concur. 

Note. — Since  this  opinion  was  written,  the  Osborne  caset  cited  upon 
page  31,  has  been  reviewed  In  the  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals,  and  the 
judgment  of  the  court  below  was  reversed,  but  there  is  nothing  in  the 
opinion  of  Mr.  Justice  Brewer  which  disapproves  the  principles  laid  down 
by  Judge  Shlras  In  his  charge  to  the  jury,  so  far  as  quoted  in  this  opin- 
ion; nor  was  anything  said  in  the  opinion  of  the  appellate  court  in  the 
Osborne  case,  necessary  to  the  decision  therein,  in  conflict  with  any  viewa 
above  expressed. 


IND.  B.  ASS'NS  TIT'TL  AND  OIL  CITT  Y.  W.  N.  T.  *  P.  B.  CO.  KT  AL.  ^6 

[No.  163.J 

THE  INDEPENDENT  REFINERS'  ASSOCIATION  OP 
TITUSVILLE,  PENNSYLVANIA,  AND  THE  INDE- 
PENDENT REFINERS'  ASSOCIATION  OF  OIL 
CITY,  PENNSYLVANIA  v.  THE  WESTERN  JlEW 
YORK  &  PENNSYLVANIA  RAILROAD  COMPANY; 
THE  NEW  YORK,  LAKE  ERIE  &  WESTERN 
RAILROAD  COMPANY;  THE  DELAWARE  & 
HUDSON  CANAL  COMPANY;  THE  FITCHBURG 
RAILROAD  COMPANY;  AND  THE  BOSTON  & 
MAINE  RAILROAD  COMPANY. 


(No.  154.) 

SAME  V.  THE  WESTERN  NEW  YORK  &  PENNSYL- 
VANIA RAILROAD  COMPANY;  THE  NEW  YORK, 
LAKE  ERIE  &  WESTERN  RAILROAD  COMPANY; 
AND  THE  LEHIGH  VALLEY  RAILROAD  COM- 
PANY. 


(No.  163.) 

SAME  V.  THE  PENNSYLVANIA  RAILROAD  COM- 
PANY AND  THE  WESTERN  NEW  YORK  &  PENN- 
SYLVANIA RAILROAD  COMPANY. 


Complaints  filed  In  flret  two  cases,  Deoember  4, 1888,  and  in  third  case 
January  30, 1889.— Answers  filed  Deoember  88, 1888,  to  Febniacy  96, 
1889.— Heard  at  Tltusvllle,  Pennsylyanla,  May  15, 1889.— Briefs  filed 
February  11,  1890,  to  September  88, 1891.— Deuided  November  li,  180S. 


1.  It  Is  the  duty  of  the  carrier  to  equip  Its  road  with  the  means  of  transport 
tatlon,  and,  in  the  absence  of  exceptional  conditions,  thooe  means  moat 
be  open  impartially  to  all  shippers  of  like  traffic. 
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2.  Ownersilip  of  a  car  routed  to  a  carrier  and  for  the  use  of  which  the  oar- 

rier  pays  a  full  consideration,  does  not  of  itself  entitle  the  owner  to  the 
exclusive  use  of  such  car,  and,  if  the  owner  may  in  the  contract  of  hire 
to  the  (jarrier  stipulate  for  the  exclusive  use  of  the  car,  it  must  be  upon 
such  terms  as  shall  not  constitute  an  unjust  discrimination  against 
shippers  of  like  traffic  in  cars  owned  by  the  carrier  and  who  are 
excluded  from  the  use  of  the  car  so  hired. 

3.  Where  oil  is  transported  by  the  carrier  both  in  barnjls  and  tank  cars  and 

the  use  of  the  tank  cars  is  not  open  to  shippers  impartially  but  is  prac- 
tically  limited  to  one  class  of  shippers,  the  charge  for  the  barrel  pack- 
age in  barrel  shipments  in  the  absence  of  a  corresponding  charge  on 
tank  shipments,  resulting  in  a  greater  cost  of  transportation  to  the 
shipper  in  barrels  on  like  quantities  of  oil  between  like  points  of  ship- 
ment and  destination  than  to  the  tank  shipper,  is  a  discrimination 
against  the  former  in  favor  of  the  latter,  for  which  no  legal  justification 
has  been  shown  in  these  cases. 

4.  The  oil  rates  from  Oil  City  and  Titusville,  Penn.,  to  New  York  and 

New  York  harbor  points  and  Boston  and  Boston  points,  exclusive  of 
the  charge  for  the  barrel  package  in  barrel  shipments,  are  not  shown 
to  be  either  unreasonable  in  themselves,  or  relatively  unreasonable  aa 
between  those  points. 

6.  An  agreement  for  the  pooling  of  traffic  between  a  carrier  by  rail  subject 
to  the  Act  to  regulate  commerce  and  a  carrier  by  pipe  line  does  not  fall 
within  the  description  of  contracts  prohibited  by  section  6  of  that  Act» 

Franklin  B,  Gowen  and  M,  J.  Ileywang^  for  complainants. 
James  D,  Hancock^  for  West.  N.  Y.  &  Penn.  B.  B.  Co. 
Francis  I.  Gowen,  for  Lehigh  Valley  E.  B.  Co. 
Ja)nes  A.  Buchanan,  for  the  New  York,  Lake  Erie  &  West* 
B.  E.  Co. 

James  A .  Ijogan,  for  the  Pennsylvania  B.  B.  Co. 
F,  II,  Janvier,  for  the  Lehigh  Valley  B.  B.  Co. 

REPORT   AND   OPINION  OF  THE  COMMISSION.  ', 

McDiLL,  Conimissioner: 

Tliese  three  cases  were  heard  together  and  may  be  dis-  \ 
posed  of  at  the  same  time.  ', 

The  Independent  Eefiners'  Association  of  Titusville,  Penn- 
sylvania, and  the  Independent  Befiners'  Association  of  Oil 
City,  Pennsylvania,  the  complainants  in  each  case,  are  corn- 
loosed  of  separate  and  distinct  companies  engaged  in  the 
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manufacture  and  sale  of  refined  petroleum  and  products  of 
petroleum  at  works  owned  and  operated  by  them  in  the  oil 
regions  of  Pennsylvania  at  or  near  said  cities  of  Titusville 
and  Oil  City. 

The  complaint  in  the  first  case  is  against  the  Western  New 
York  &  Pennsylvania  Bailroad  Company,  the  New  YoriL, 
Lake  Erie  &  Western  Bailroad  Company,  the  Delaware  A 
Hudson  Canal  Company,  the  Fitchburg  Bailroad  Company 
and  the  Boston  &  Mcdne  Bailroad  Company,  and  it  is  alleged 
therein  in  substance  that  complainants  as  refiners  and  sellers 
of  petroleum  products  ship  from  their  works  over  the  rail*- 
roads  of  defendants  'Uarge  quantities  of  petroleum  to  Bos- 
ton, Mass.,  and  intermediate  points,  and  to  Portland,  Maine^ 
and  various  points  in  the  New  England  states,  for  sale  in  the 
markets  of  said  places,'*  and  that  the  said  five  railroad  com- 
panies, defendants,  as  common  carriers  engaged  in  interstate 
transportation,  connect  with  each  other,  and  by  and  under 
contracts  between  themselves  and  various  traffic  arrange- 
ments form  and  operate  a  continuous  through  route  for  the 
transportation  of  petroleum  products,  at  through  joint  rates 
of  freight  divided  among  themselves,  from  the  oil  refineries 
of  complainants  situated  as  aforesaid,  through  or  partly 
through  the  states  of  Pennsylvania,  New  York,  Massachusetts, 
Maine  and  other  New  England  states.  The  complaint  then 
charges : 

1.  That  defendants,  ''for  the  transportation  of  the  manu- 
factured products  of  petroleum  in  barrels  in  carload  lots  from 
Titiisville  and  Oil  City,  to  Boston  and  other  points  in  the 
New  England  states  on  the  line  of  the  Fitchburg  Bailroad 
Company  and  Boston  &  Maine  Bailroad  Company,  called 
'  Boston  points,'  have  established  and  published  a  schedule 
of  joint  through  rates,  under  which  they  charge  and  receive 
'  25  cents  per  hundred  pounds,  making  the  rate  per  barrel 
$1.00,  fche  weight  of  the  package  being  included  and  chaiged 
for  therein,'  and  that  said  rates  are  excessive,  unjust  aod 
unreasonable,  in  violation  of  the  Interstate  Commerce  Law.** 

2.  The  said  rates  ''subject  complainants  and  their  traflo 
and  the  said  localities  to  which  their  petroleum  produets  are 


418  INTEKSTATE  COMMERCE   COMMISSION   REPORTS. 

carried  to  an  undue  and  unreasonable  prejudice  and  disad- 
vantage," because  (1)  among  other  things,  said  rates  are 
'*  practically  prohibitory  upon  the  traffic  of  complainants  to 
said  localities,  and  under  average  circumstances  and  condi- 
tions sufficient  to  nearly  absorb  the  profit  of  complainants  in 
their  trade  to  said  localities,  and,  under  conditions  as  they 
exist  during  some  periods  of  each  year  and  under  competi- 
tion, will  entirely  absorb  all  profit  in  the  business  of  com- 
plainants to  said  localities,  and  if  continued  will  compel  them 
to  abandon  their  trade  in  that  region  of  country;"  and 
because  (2)  said  rates  "  are  disproportionate  as  compared 
with  the  rates  for  the  like  service  in  the  like  traffic  under 
substantially  similar  circumstances  and  conditions  from  Titus- 
ville  and  Oil  City  to  New  York  and  New  York  points,  which 
rate  is  now  66  cents  per  barrel."  It  is  here  averred  that 
there  is  "  competition  in  said  traffic  by  ocean  transpoiiation 
from  New  York  City  to  Boston  points,  and  any  unjust  or 
unreasonable  difference  in  rates  to  said  points  as  compared 
with  New  York  points  is  injurious  to  complainants'  business 
and  discriniinates  against  their  traffic  and  said  Boston 
points." 

3.  That  complainants  are  subjected  to  undue  and  unrea- 
sonable prejudice  and  disadvantage  in  their  said  business 
and  undue  and  unreasonable  preference  and  advantage  is 
given,  in  relation  "to  the  traffic  and  transportation  of  refined 
petroleum,"  over  the  lines  of  defendant,  "to  an  organization 
known  as  the  Standard  Oil  Trust,"  which  it  is  alleged  "is 
formed  by  a  combination  of  numerous  firms,  associations  and 
corporations  engaged  in  the  business  of  refining,  buying  and 
selling  petroleum  and  its  products  for  home  trade  and  for 
export,  and  is  also  engaged  in  the  business  of  storing  crude 
petroleum  in  iron  tanks,  gathering  the  same  from  wells  in  the 
oil  region  of  Pennsylvania  and  transporting  it  as  a  common 
carrier  by  means  of  pipe  lines  to  the  seaboard,  at  or  near 
Philadelphia,  Baltimore  and  New  York,  and  to  Buffalo,  N.  Y., 
and  Clevelaiul,  O.,  the  charge  to  the  seaboard  through  said 
pipe  lines  being  the  same  as  that  made  by  the  railroad  com- 
panies known  as  the  Trunk  Lines."     In  connection  with  this 
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allegation,  it  is  further  chained  on  information  and  belief, 
^'  that  the  def endants,  either  directly  or  indirectly,  act  under 
contracts,  agreements  and  arrangements  made  by  the  said 
Standard  Oil  Trust  or  some  of  the  pipe  line  common  carriers 
allied  with  and  forming  a  part  of  said  Standard  Oil  Trust,  to 
wit,  the  National  Transit  Company,  with  other  common  car- 
riers by  rail  engaged  in  interstate  transportation  of  petroleum, 
for  the  pooling  of  freights  of  different  competing  common 
carriers  and  for  dividing  between  them  some  part  of  the  net 
proceeds  of  the  earnings  of  said  common  carriers  from  petro- 
leum interstate  traffic  or  of  said  traffic  in  specie,  by  means  of 
which  such  net  earnings  are  divided,  in  violation  of  section  6 
of  the  Act  to  regulate  commerce ; "  and  that  the  rates  herein 
complained  of  are  fixed  by  said  combination  under  said  pool- 
ing contracts  or  agreements,  ''and  all  connecting  roads, 
including  the  initial  railroad,  the  Western  New  York  &  Penn- 
sylvania, which  complainants  must  use  and  from  which  they 
must  and  do  obtain  their  rates  of  through  freight,  are  obliged 
to  accept  and  charge  the  rate  so  fixed,  and  that  said  rate  is 
made  in  the  interest  of  said  Standard  Oil  Trust  and  its  allied 
companies,  and  with  the  intent,  inter  aUa^  of  giving  said 
Standard  Oil  Trust  an  advantage  over  compUinants  in  the 
manufacture,  transportation  and  sale  of  their  products." 

4.  That  the  said  rates  of  25  cents  per  hundred  pounds  and 
$1.00  per  barrel  were  by  a  notice  dated  October  25, 1888, 
effective  November  6, 1888,  abrogated  and  withdrawn  as  to 
Manchester  in  the  State  of  New  Hampshire,  Salem  in  the 
State  of  Massachusetts,  Portland  in  the  State  of  Maine,  and 
about  one  hundred  and  fifty  other  points  in  said  states 
reached  by  the  Boston  &  Maine  Bailroad  Company ;  that  said 
notice  was  not  communicated  to  complainants,  and  public 
notice  was  not  given  thereof,  and  the  same  was  not  posted  for 
public  inspection  in  the  depots  or  stations  of  the  initial  road, 
the  Western  New  York  &  Pennsylvania  Bailroad  Company, 
until  November  2,  1888 ;  that  the  defendants,  since  said  rates 
to  said  points  were  so  abrogated,  have  not  established  and 
published  any  rates  for  said  service  to  said  points,  although 
often  requested  by  complainants  so  to  do,  and,  while  the. 
defendants  do  not  refuse  to  carry  complainants'  traffic  for 
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said  points,  yet  they  will  not  state  what  the  chaises  will  be, 
and  give  complainants  to  understand  that  an  arbitrary  addi- 
tion will  be  made  to  the  said  already  unreasonable  and  exoes- 
siye  rates  of  25  cents  per  hundred  pounds  and  $1.00  per  barrel 
(established  September  3,  1888)  and  that,  because  of  these 
things,  complainants  are  unable  to  ship  their  products  to  said 
points. 

The  second  case  is  against  the  said  Western  New  York  & 
Pennsylvania  and  New  York,  Lake  Erie  &  Western  Bailroad 
Companies,  defendants  in  the  first  case,  and  also  the  Lehigh 
Valley  Railroad  Company ;  and  the  complaint  relates  to  the 
business  of  the  complainants  in  shipping  oil  from  their  refine- 
ries at  Titusville  and  Oil  City  over  the  railroads  of  the  three 
defendants  to  the  Atlantic  seaboard  at  or  near  Perth  Amboy, 
New  Jersey.  It  is  alleged  that  Perth  Amboy  is  "  commer- 
cially a  New  York  harbor  point,"  and  that  "the  greater  por- 
tion of  petroleum  products  shipped  by  complainants  to  New 
York  harbor  points  is  a  very  low-priced  refined  oil  designed 
for  export,  and  which  has  no  other  market."  The  rate  com- 
plained of  is  that  fixed  by  the  defendants  for  the  transporta- 
tion of  petroleum  products  from  said  refineries  over  their 
line  through  the  States  of  Pennsylvania,  New  York  and  New 
Jersey.  The  said  rate  so  fixed  is  stated  to  be  16^  cents  per 
hundred  pounds,  or  66  cents  per  barrel,  the  weight  of  the 
package  being  included  and  charged  for  therein ;  and  then 
follow  the  same  averments  as  those  in  the  first  case  as  to  the 
unreasonableness  of  said  rate  in  itself,  its  discriminatory 
character  as  against  the  complainants,  and  the  alleged  pool- 
ing contracts  or  arrangements  with  the  Standard  Oil  Trust 
or  National  Transit  Company. 

The  defendants  in  the  third  case  are  the  Western  New  York 
&  Pennsylvania  Bailroad  Company,  a  party  defendant  in  the 
first  two  cases,  and  the  Pennsylvania  Bailroad  Company. 
The  complaint  in  this  case  relates  to  the  through  rate  on 
petroleum  and  its  products  of  the  lines  formed  by  defend- 
ants' roads  from  Titusville  and  Oil  City  via  Irvineton  and 
Corry,  Pennsylvania,  respectively,  to  tide-water  in  New  York 
harbor  in  the  State  of  New  Jersey.     It  is  alleged : 
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1.  That  the  members  of  the  complainants'  associations  and 
other  refiners  of  petroleum,  and  also  various  persons,  firms, 
corporations  and  associations  affiliated  to  the  Standard  Oil 
Trust,  ship  petroleum  and  its  products  over  said  lines  of  the 
defendants  between  said  points,  and  that  the  shippers  affil- 
iated to  complainants  ship  principaUy  in  wooden  barrels  or 
gondola,  box,  cattle  or  other  cars,  and  those  affiliated  to  th^ 
Standard  Oil  Trust  ship  principally  in  bulk  in  tank  cars. 

2.  That  a  corporation  known  as  the  "  National  Transit 
Company,"  controlled  by  the  Standard  Oil  Trust,  owns  a  pipe 
line  or  lines  from  said  oil  regions  to  tide-water  in  New  York 
harbor,  through  which  oil  is  transported,  and  in  consequence 
of  the  low  cost  of  such  transportation,  the  refining  business 
of  those  affiliated  to  the  Standard  Oil  Trust  has  increased 
and  become  very  remunerative  and  prosperous  at  the  Atlantic 
seaboard ;  and  that  within  a  few  years,  and  partly  due  to  the 
concentration  of  the  refining  business  at  the  Atlantic  sea- 
board by  those  affiliated  to  the  Standard  Oil  Trust,  there  has 
grown  into  existence  a  large  refining  business  in  the  oil 
regions  of  Pennsylvania,  principally  owned  by  the  refiners 
forming  complainants'  associations. 

3.  That  ''  in  consequence  of  an  advantage  possessed  by  the 
refiners  forming  complainants'  associations  over  the  seaboard 
refiners,  for  the  local  and  domestic  markets  of  their  vicinity 
and  of  the  west,  they  have  been  enabled  to  maintain  and 
increase  tlieir  business,"  but  they  are  subjected  to  great  dis- 
advantage, as  compared  with  the  refiners  affiliated  with  the 
Standard  Oil  Trust,  in  respect  to  tide-water  shipments,  and 
in  the  business  of  refining  petroleum  there  is  about  40  per 
cent,  of  the  product  which  cannot  readily  be  sold  in  the 
United  States  and  must  be  shipped  to  the  Atlantic  seaboard 
for  transshipment  to  the  foreign  market,  and  without  this 
export  trade  ''  the  business  of  refining  petroleum  cannot  be 
carried  on  with  any  profit." 

4.  That  the  National  Transit  Company  is  a  common  carrier 
of  oil  by  pipe  lines  from  the  oil  regions  to  New  York  harbor 
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and  "  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  it  to  charge  and  maintain 
a  high  price  for  the  transportation  of  oil,  so  as  to  secure  a 
large  profit  and  maintain  an  advantage  for  the  Standard  Oil 
Company  and  its  affiliated  industries,  now  controlled  by  the 
Standard  Oil  Trust,  over  all  competitors,"  it  has  entered  into 
a  contract  with  the  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Company  for  the 
pooling  or  division  of  the  traffic  on  oil  by  railroad  and  by 
pipe  line,  one  consideration  of  which  was  the  maintenance  of 
the  same  rates  by  pipe  and  rail  line,  and  by  which  the  former 
guarantees  the  latter  26  per  cent,  of  the  entire  oil  traffic 
between  said  points,  and  since  the  making  of  such  contract 
they  have  maintained  the  same  rate  of  charges  by  rail  and 
pipe  line  on  such  traffic. 

5.  That  for  some  years  the  rate  by  defendants'  lines  from 
the  oil  regions  to  New  York  harbor  had  been  52  cents  per 
barrel  irrespective  of  whether  the  oil  was  shipped  in  bulk  in 
tank  cars  or  in  wooden  barrel  packages,  and  under  this  rate» 
notwithstanding  the  disadvantage  in  rates  (estimated  at  about 
48  cents  per  barrel)  to  which  they  were  subjected  in  their 
export  trade  in  competition  with  their  rivals  affiliated  to  the 
Standard  Oil  Trust,  they  were  enabled  hy  tJteir  advantages  in 
the  local  markets  to  viaintam  and  even  increase  their  business; 
but  that  about  September  13,  1888,  the  defendants,  in  com- 
mon with  all  other  railroad  companies  having  lines  leading 
from  the  oil  regions  of  Pennsylvania  to  New  York  harbor^ 
advanced  their  charges  on  oil  shipped  in  wooden  barrels 
over  such  lines  from  52  cents  to  66  cents  per  barrel,  an 
advance  of  14  cents  per  barrel,  while  the  rate  on  oil  shipped 
in  bulk  in  tank  cars  remained  as  before — 52  cents  per  barrel ; 
and  that  the  effect  of  this  advance  is  to  prevent  the  refiners 
affiliated  with  complainants  from  competing  with  those  affili- 
ated with  the  Standard  Oil  Trust  for  the  export  trade,  and 
"must  result  in  the  still  further  aggrandizement  of  the 
monopoly  of  the  petroleum  industry  of  the  country  already 
held  by  the  Standard  Oil  Trust."  It  is  charged  that  the  rate 
of  66  cents  per  barrel  is  unreasonable  and  excessive,  that  it 
is  discriminatory,  that  it  gives  the  Standard  Oil  Trust  and 
affiliated  firms   and  shippers  of  oil  in  bulk  in  tank  cars  an 
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undue  and  unjust  preference  and  advantage  oyer  complain- 
ants' associations  and  shippers  of  oil  in  barrel  packages,  and 
subjects  the  latter  to  an  undue  and  unjust  prejudice  and  dis- 
advantage. 

The  prayer  in  each  of  the  complaints  is^^in  substance,  that 
the  defendant  railroads  be  ordered  to  "cease  and'  desist 
from  '*  the  alleged  unlawful  acts  complained  of,  to  adopt  rea- 
sonable and  just  rates  for  the  service  of  transportation  of 
petroleum  and  its  products  over  their  respective  lines  between 
points  named,  to  make  reparation  to  complainants  for  their 
alleged  injuries,  and  for  general  relief. 

The  railroad  companies  made  parties  defendant  in  the  three 
complaints  have  filed  answers.  All  the  allegations  of  acts  or 
conduct  on  the  part  of  the  defendants  in  contravention  of 
any  of  the  provisions  of  the  Interstate  Commerce  Law  are 
put  in  issue,  and  the  reasonableness  of  the  rates  complained 
of  and  justice  of  the  course  pursued  by  the  defendants  in 
respect  to  the  traffic  which  is  the  subject  matter  of  the  con- 
troversy, are  affirmed.  To  avoid  unnecessary  repetition,  the 
specific  denials,  admissions,  and  explanatory  and  argumenta- 
tive statements  of  the  several  answers  will  not  be  set  forth 
here,  but,  so  far  as  deemed  material,  will  be  referred  to  and 
considered  further  on  in  the  discussion  of  the  questions  of 
fact  and  law  involved  in  these  cases. 

It  is  suggested  in  the  answers  of  the  Western  New  York  & 
Pennsylvania  Bailroad  Company,  and  also  set  forth  in  a  mem- 
orandum filed  by  the  complainants,  that  there  are  other  lines 
of  railroad  besides  those  made  parties  defendant  to  these 
complaints  which  carry  on  joint  through  rates  petroleum 
products  from  the  western  Pennsylvania  oil  regions  eastward 
for  the  inland  and  export  trade,  and  that  these  routes,  includ- 
ing those  complained  against,  form  two  classes,  one  carrying 
for  the  New  England  trade  or  Boston  points  and  the  other 
for  New  York  points ;  each  of  said  classes  having  the  same 
rates  for  itself,  and  that  the  railroads  forming  these  different 
routes  are  interested  in  the  question  of  the  reasonableness  of 
the  through  rates  complained  of  in  these  cases.  The  com- 
plainants state  that  they  desire  the  general  rates  to  be  inves- 
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tigated  rather  than  the  special  features  of  any  particular  rate^ 
and  have  filed  the  following  schedule  of  buch  lines  or  routes : 

1.  Western  New  ToiL:  &  Penna.  K.  K,  West  Shore  R.  R., 
Boston  &  Maine  R.  R.,  Fitchburg  R.  R.,  and  several  other 
smaller  roads  in  the  New  England  States  to  Boston  points. 

2.  Western  New  York  &  Penna.  R.  R.,  New  York  Central 
&  Hudson  River  R.  R.,  and  Boston  &  Albany  R.  R.,  to  Boston. 

3.  Western  New  York  &  Penna.  R.  R.,  Delaware,  Lacka- 
wanna &  Western  R.  R.,  Delaware  &  Hudson  Canal  Com- 
pany's R.  R.,  Fitchburg  R.  R.,  to  Boston. 

4.  Western-New  York  &  Penna.  R.  R.,  New  York  Central 
&  Hudson  River  R.  R.,  to  New  York  City. 

5.  Western  New  York  &  Penna.  R.  R.,  West  Shore  R.  R., 
to  New  York. 

6.  Dunkirk,  Allegheny  Valley  &  Pittsburgh  R.  R.,  Lake 
Shore  &  Michigan  Southern  R.  R.,  New  York  Central  &  Hud- 
son River  R.  R.,  Boston  &  Albany  R.  R.,  to  Boston. 

7.  Dunkirk,  Allegheny  Valley  &  Pittsburgh  R.  R.,  New 
York,  Lake  Erie  &  Western  R.  R.,  Delaware  &  Hudson  Canal 
Company,  Boston  &  Albany  R.  R.,  to  Boston. 

8.  Dunkirk,  Allegheny  Valley  &  Pittsburgh  R.  R.,  Lake 
Shore  &  Michigan  Southern  R.  R.,  New  York  Central  & 
Hudson  River  R.  R.,  to  New  York,  etc. 

9.  Dunkirk,  Allegheny  Valley  &  Pittsburgh  R.  R.  New 
York,  Lake  Erie  &  Western  R.  R.-,  Lehigh  Valley  R.  R.,  to 
Perth  Amboy,  etc. 

10.  Western  New  York  &  Penna.  R.  R.,  Philadelphia  & 
Erie  R.  R.,  Delaware,  Lackawanna  &  Western  R.  R.,  Dela- 
ware &  Hudson  Canal  Company's  R.  R.,  Fitchburg  R.  R.,  to 
Boston. 

.11.  Western  New  York  &  Penna.  R.  R.,  Philadelphia  & 
Erie  R.  R.,  Pennsylvania  R.  R.,  to  Communipaw,  N.  J.,  etc.. 

New  York  delivery. 

12.  Dunkirk,  Allegheny  Valley  &  Pittsburgh  R.  R.,  Lake 
Shore  &  Michigan  Southern  R.  R.,  West  Shore  R.  R.,  Fitch- 
burg R.  R.,  to  Boston. 
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13.  Dunkirk,  Allegheny  Valley  &  Pittsbni^  B.  B.,  Lake 
Shore  &  Michigan  Southern  B.  B.,  West  Shore  B.  B.,  Boston 
&  Albany  B.  B.,  to  Boston. 

14.  Dunkirk,  Allegheny  Valley  &  Pittsburgh  B.  B.,  New 
York,  Lake  Erie  &  Western  R  B.,  New  York  &  New  England 
B.  B.,  to  Boston. 

15.  Western  New  York  &  Penna.  B.  B.,  New  York,  Lake 
Erie  &  Western  B.  B.,  to  New  York. 

16.  And  same  connecting  at  Newburg,  N.  Y.,  with  New 
York  &  New  England  B.  B.,  to  Boston. 

Also  the  two  routes  mentioned  in  complaints  filed. 
Other  points  and  routes  incidentally  interested. 

A.  Western  New  York  &  Penna.  B.  B.,  Philadelphia  & 
Erie  B.  B.,  Pennsylvania  B.  B.,  ''Ghreen  Line,"  to  Philadel- 
phia. 

B.  Western  New  York  &  Penna.  B.  B.,  Philadelphia  & 
Erie  B.  B.,  Northern  Central  B.  B.,  "  Green  Line,"  to  Balti- 

more,  Md. 

On  the  filing  of  the  memorandum  of  complainants  and  the 
above  schedule,  this  Commission  ordered  that  the  various 
carriers  composing  said  routes  be  furnished  with  copies  of 
the  complaints,  answers  and  orders  in  these  cases  and 
allowed  to  intervene  as  parties  by  filing  notices  to  that  effect. 

The  following  are  the  carriers  named  in  said  schedule  other 
than  those  originally  complained  against : 

1.  West  Shore  Bailroad  Company. 

2.  New  York  Central  &  Hudson  Biver  Bailroad  Company. 

3.  Boston  &  Albany  Bailroad  Company. 

4.  Delaware,  Lackawanna  &  Western  Bailroad  Company. 

5.  Dunkirk,  Allegheny  Valley  &  Pittsburgh  Bailroad  Com- 
pany. 

6.  Lake  Shore  &  Michigan  Southern  Bailroad  Company. 

7.  Philadelphia  &  Erie  Bailroad  Company. 

8.  New  York  &  New  England  Bailroad  Company. 

9.  Northern  Central  Bailroad  Company. 

The  provisions  of  the  order  of  the  Commission  were  snbse 
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quently  extended  bo  as  to  embrace  the  Philadelphia  &  Bead- 
ing Railroad  Compauy  and  the  Fall  Brook  Coal  Company, 
and  they,  together  with  the  above  named  carriers,  were 
served  with  copies  of  the  pleadings  and  orders  in  the  several 
cases  and  allowed  to  intervene  pursuant  to  the  order  of  the 
Commission,  ^o  answers  to  the  chaises  in  the  complaints 
have  been  tiled  bv  any  of  these  carriers,  but  the  Lake  Shore 
ii  Michigan  Southern  Railroad  Company  enters  an  appear- 
ance and  asks  notice  of  hearings  and  other  proceedings,  and 
the  Xew  York  Central  <k  Hudson  River  Railroad  Company 
"gives  notice  of  a  desire  to  intervene  as  a  party  defendant  in 
said  causes  and  to  appear  and  be  heard  therein." 

The  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Company  in  the  case  against  it 
and  the  Western  New  York  <k  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Com- 
pany, on  June  20,  1891,  tiled  an  application  to  take  addi- 
tional testimony.     The  complainants  in  their  answer  resist- 
ing this  application,  make  certain  admissions  as  to  the  facts 
offered  to  be  proven  by  the  Pennsylvania  Company,  and  that 
company  in  its  reply  to  the  answer  of  complainants  claims 
that  said  answer  "  at  least  impliedly,  admits  the  fact  to  estab- 
lish which  this  respondent  in  its  application  asked  leave  to 
offer  testimony.     The  application  to  reopen  the  case  for  the 
submission  of  additional  testimony  is  made  a  year  and  eight 
months  after  the  last  testimony  in  the  case  had  been  taken, 
and  over  a  year  and  four  months  after  the  case  had  been 
submitted  on  oral  argument.     There  is  no  claim  that  the  evi- 
dence offered  has  been  newly  discovered  and  no  excuse  what- 
ever  is  presented  for  not  producing  it  at  the  hearings  where 
the  Pennsylvania  Company  was  represented  by  counsel  and 
a  large  number  of  the  ofBcnals  of  the  Pennsylvania  Company 
who  liad  knowledge  of  the  alleged  facts,  if  they  existed,  were 
(^xaniiiKMl  as  witnesses.     In  view  of  the  admissions  of  the 
coinplainants  in  their  answers  to  the  application,  which  the 
applicant  in  its  reply  to  said  answers  treats  as  substantially 
conceding  the  facts  offered  to  be  proven  (and  which  admis- 
sions and  reply  will  be  duly  considered  so  far  as  relevant  and 
matorial  in  our  disposition  of  the  case),  and  of  the  further 
fact  that  no  additional  delay  should  be  had  in  these  proceed- 
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ings  except  in  a  clear  case  of  necessity,  the  application  mast 
be  and  is  denied. 

FACTS  AND  CONCLUSIONS. 

The  leading  questions  raised  by  the  pleadings  in  these 
cases  relate  (1)  to  the  lawfulness  of  the  charge  for  the  barrel 
package  under  the  circuinstunces  and  conditions  disclosed  hy  the 
evidence;  (2)  to  the  reasonp^bleness  in  themselves  of  the  ratea 
in  question ;  and  (3)  to  the  relative  reasonableness  of  the  rates 
to  Boston  and  New  England  points  as  compared  with  those 
to  New  York  and  New  York  harbor  points. 

1.  The  lawfulness  of  the  charge  for  the  barrel  package  was 
for  the  first  time  distinctly  presented  for  decision  and  passed 
upon  by  this  Commission  in  the  case  of  Bice  v.  Western  New 
York  &  P.  R.  Co.,  4  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  131,  3  Inters.  Com.  Rep. 
162.  That  case  was  originally  decided  adversely  to  the  com- 
plainants therein,  2  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  389,  2  Inters.  Com.  Rep.. 
298;  but  the  complaints  in  the  present  cases  having  been  filed 
about  that  time  and  it  appearing  that  a  much  fuller  investi* 
gation  of  the  general  subject  of  oil  transportation  would  be 
made,  this  Commission  on  motion  of  said  complainants,  April 
15,  1889,  issued  an  order  opening  said  case  for  further  hear- 
ing and  providing  that  the  testimony  taken  isx,  the  present 
cases  should  apply  to  said  case,  so  far  as  it  might  be  rele- 
vant. It  is  stated  in  the  final  decision  in  the  case,  that  ''as 
at  first  presented  it  rested  mainly  upon  a  comparison  of  the 
existing  rate  with  a  former  rate  of  26  cents  a  barrel  from 
Titusville  to  Buffalo  and  with  the  proportion  received  by  the 
respondent  of  a  joint  through  rate  from  Titusville  to  the  sea- 
board via  Buffalo,  but  that  the  additional  facts  elicited  at  the 
hearings  in  the  cases  now  under  consideration  introduced 
other  and  more  important  elements  tending  to  show  anjusi 
discrimination  between  shippers  of  oil  in  tanks  and  in  bar- 
rels,  and  in  other  particulars,"  and  it  was  held  in  substance 
that  the  charge  for  the  barrel  package  when  no  charge  is 
made  for  the  package  when  tanks  are  used,  both  modes  of 
transportation  being  employed  by  the  carriers,  was  an  unjust 
discrimination  against  the  shipper  in  barrels  in  favor  of  the' 
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shipper  in  tanks,  and  that  the  correction  of  this  discrimina- 
tion required  "that  in  the  transportation  of  oil  in  carloads, 
bari'els  as  well  as  tanks,  shall  be  regarded  as  only  a  means  of 
carriage  of  the  commodity,  and  as  in  case  of  transportation 
in  tanks,  the  rate  shall  be  charged  only  for  the  weight  or 
quantity  of  the  oil  carried,  exclusive  of  the  weight  of  the  bar- 
rel, and  be  the  same  for  like  weight  or  quantity  carried  in 
tanks.'' 

The  Western  New  York  &  Pennsylvania  Bailroad  (which  is 
a  party  defendant  in  each  of  the  present  cases,  being  the 
initial  carrier  in  all  the  lines  complained  against)  was  the  sole 
party  defendant  in  the  case  of  Kice,  Robinson  &  Witherop, 
but  the  charge  in  that  case  was  not  only  against  the  rate  by 
that  road  from  Titusville  to  Buffalo,  but  also  involved  a  con- 
sideration of  the  proportion  received  by  it  of  the  through 
rate  from  Titusville  via  Buffalo  to  the  seaboard  at  Perth 
Amboy,  and  the  facts  pertinent  to  the  question  of  the  lawful-  , 
ness  of  the  charge  for  the  barrel  package  applicable  to  that 
case  were  substantially  the  same  as  those  bearing  upon  that 
question  in  th'3  present  cases. 

The  defendants  transport  oil  in  bulk  in  tank  cars  and  in 
wooden  barrels  in  box  and  rack  cars.  Prior  to  September  3, 
1888,  the  rates  over  the  lines  of  the  defendants  on  shipments 
of  oil  both  in  tanks  and  barrels  had  been  the  same  for  a  like 
quantity  of  that  commodity  exclusive  of  any  charge  for  the 
weight  o?  the  barrel  in  barrel  shipments,  but  about  that  time, 
the  rates  on  barrel  shipments  were  increased  14  cents  to  New 
York  points  and  more  to  Boston  points,  this  additional 
charge  being  for  the  weight  of  the  barrel,  and  as  the  rates  on 
tank  shipments,  not  including  the  weight  of  the  tank  or  pack- 
iige,  were  not  advanced  but  allowed  to  remain  as  they  were, 
the  result  was  a  discrimination  in  favor  of  the  tank  as  against 
the  barrel  shipper.  The  question  is  whether  that  discrimi- 
nation is  in  the  language  of  the  statute  an  "unjust  discrimi- 
nation." 

The  defendants  set  up  several  matters  in  excuse  or  justifi- 
cation of  their  action  in  this  matter.  They  claimed  in  the 
first  place  that  in  originally  making  the  additional  charge  for 
the  barrel  package,  they  did  so  in  compliance  with  what  they 
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conceiyed  to  be  the  ruling  of  this  Commission  in  referenoe 
thereto  in  the  case  of  Bice  v.  Looisyille  &  N.  B.  Co.,  1 1.  C. 
C.  Bep.  503,  1  Inters.  Com.  Bep.  722.  This  point  is  fully 
discussed  in  the  case  of  Bice,  Bobinson  &  Witherop  and  it  is 
made  clear  that  not  only  no  warrant  for  the  action  of  the  car- 
riers proceeded  against  in  the  present  cases  is  found  in  any 
ruling  of  this  Commission,  but  also  that  said  action  is  in  dis- 
regard of  the  "  principle  plainly  and  emphatically  laid  down 
by  the  Commission,"  in  said  csise  of  Bice  and  also  in  the 
subsequent  case  of  Scofield  v.  Lake  Shore  &  M.  S.  B.  Co.,  2 
I.  C.  C.  Bep.  90,  2  Inters.  Com.  Bep.  67.  If  it  be  conceded 
that  in  the  language  used  by  the  Commission  in  said  casea 
there  was  some  color  for  the  original  institution  of  the  dis- 
crimination arising  from  the  charge  from  the  weight  of  the 
barrel,  yet  no  authority  for  the  continuance  of  that  discrimi- 
nation can  be  predicated  of  such  language  since  the  issuance 
by  the  Commission  and  communication  to  the  carriers  of  the 
memorai^dum  entitled,  "^  Belative  Tank  and  Barrel  Bates 
on  Oil,"  2  I.  C.  C.  Bep.  365,  2  Inters.  Com.  Bep  245,  in 
which  it  was  declared  that  the  action  of  the  carriers  in  this 
particular  was  unwarranted  by  the  decisions  in  said  cases. 

Having  instituted  the  discrimination  in  order,  as  they 
allege,  to  bring  their  practice  into  conformity  with  what  they 
understood  to  be  the  rulings  of  this  Commission,  the  carriers 
now  seek  to  justify  and  maintain  this  departure  from  their 
former  custom  of  long  standing  on  other  grounds. 

It  is  claimed  that  in  case  of  special  facilities  at  loading 
and  unloading  points,  the  tank  cars  are  handled  more  rapidly 
than  cars  carrying  oil  in  barrels.  This  may  be  true,  but  the 
testimony  is  that  tlie  railroads  do  not  provide  these  facilities^ 
and  there  are  none'  at  the  seaboard  of  which  the  complain- 
ants can  avail  themselves.  When  special  facilities  for  load- 
ing and  unloading  tank  cars  are  not  available,  greater  delay 
occurs  than  in  loading  and  unloading  barrel  cars. 

It  is  further  set  up  by  the  carriers  in  justification  of  the 
charge  by  the  barrel  package,  that  the  barrel  belongs  to  the 
shipper  and  is  an  article  of  merchandise^  and  when  shipped 
from  the  oil  region  to  the  seaboard  sells  for  an  advance  over 
cost  in  the  oil  region  equal  to  the  freight  paid  on  the  barrel . 
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They  estimate  the  cost  of  the  bjirrel  in  the  oil  region  without 

manufacturer's  profit  at  from  $1.11  to  $1.16,  and  the  selling 

price  in  Now  York  at  from  $1.30  to  $1.3*2^  per  barrel,  which 

would  be  a  profit  somewhat  greater  than  the  amount  of  the 

freight   charge    of  14   cents.     This  estimate,   however,  only 

includes  the  cost  of  the  barrel  as  received  from  the  barrel 

maker,  and  ignores  the  further  cost  incurred  by  the  refiner  in 

preparing  the  barrel  as  a  receptacle  of  oil.     After  the  barrel 

is  received  from  the  manufjicturcr,  the  refiner  has  to  paint  it 

on  the  outside,  coat  it  with  glue  within,  put  in  a  bung-hole 

and  provide  a  bung,  plug  worm  holes,  recooper  the  barrel 

and  see  that  it  is  perfectly  tight.     The  proof  shows  that  the 

cost  of  the   labor  and   material  for  this  preparation   of  the 

barrel  is  from  16  cents  to  17  cents  per  barrel,  and  that  this, 

added  to  the  original  cost  as  received  from  the  manufacturer, 

makes  the  total  cost  per  baiTel  to  the  refiner  from  $1.30  to 

$1.32^,  the  selling  price  in  New  York. 

The   total   cost   of  the   baiTel   and   its  preparation  to  the 

refiner  at  Titusville  and  Oil  City  is  shown  by  the  following 

itemized  statements,  the  first  being  made  at  Oil  City  and  the 

second  at  Titusville : 

I. 

New  barrels  with  heavy  iron  for  export $1.16 

Labor  in  coopering,  gluing,  painting,  and  loading  on  cars,  per  barrel.     .055 

Glue,  per  barrel 065 

Paint,  Rosin,  Naptha,  &c.,  per  barrel 029 

Bungs,  Stencils,  Brushes,  Repairs  to  machinery  and  buildings.  Steam 

&c 025 


Total  per  barrel $1,325 

II. 

New  barrels,  heavy  hoops Average  price $1.13 

Total  labor Per  barrel 06 

Glue *»        **     06 

Paint,  Rosin,  Naphtha **        "     03 

Bungs,  Rivets,  Iron,  Plugs **        **     005 

Stenrils,  Brands,  Brushes,  Brooms,  &c **        **    005 

Tool8,  Utonsils,  Fillers,  Hose  and  Machinery **        "    *  .02 


Total  per  barrel $1.30 

If  sold  in   New  York,  or  paid  for  as  part  of  the  consign- 
ment, the  barrel  does  not  bring  more  than   its  cost  to  the 
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shipper,  and  when  retamed  empty  it  is  at  the  shipper's 
expense.  Moreover,  as  is  said  in  the  Bice,  Bobinson  &  With- 
erop  case :  "  In  the  carriage  of  oil  the.  barrel  is  not  shipped 
as  merchandise,  but  as  a  package  or  means  of  transportation 
of  the  oil."    4  I.  C.  C.  Bep.  152,  3  Inters.  Com.  Bep.  162. 

It  is  also  maintained  that  the  transportation  in  tanks  yields 
tlie  carrier  a  larger  revenue  above  the  cost  of  service  than 
that  in  barrels.  In  support  of  this  contention,  tables  show- 
ing dead  and  paying  weight  hauled  in  tank  cars  carrying  oil 
in  bulk,  and  in  bOx  cars  carrying  oil  in  barrels,  respectively, 
were  introduced  in  evidence  on  the  part  of  the  defendanto, 
and  it  appears  therefrom  that  the  amount  of  paying  freight 
hauled  in  the  average  tank  car  is  greater  than  that  in  the 
average  car  loaded  with  barrels,  and  that  in  consequence  the 
revenue  to  the  carrier  is  somewhat  greater  in  the  former  case 
than  in  the  latter,  even  when  the  barrel  package  is  chained 
for,  and  is,  of  course,  still  greater  where  no  charge  is  made 
for  the  barrel  package.  It  is  estimated  by  one  of  the  wit- 
nesses that  at  the  present  rate  of  1(4^  cents  per  100  pounds  to 
New  York  points,  the  carrier  would  receive  on  an  average 
train  load,  the  barrel  package  being  charged  for,  $36.76  more 
for  the  transportation  of  oil  in  tanks  than  in  barrels,  and 
excluding  the  charge  for  the  barrel  package,  $237.20  more. 
Without  affirming  the  strict  accuracy  of  these  tables  and  esti- 
mates, it  may  be  conceded  the  evidence  shows  the  amount  of 
paying  freight  to  be  materially  greater  in  tank  shipments  than 
in  barrel  shipments.  In  the  case  of  Scofield  v.  Lake  Shore  & 
M.  S.  K.  Co.,  2  I.  C.  C.  Bep.  90,  2  Inters.  Com.  Bep.  67,  it 
was  found  that  "the  tank  car,  taking  the  gross  weight  of  the 
car  and  oil,  pays  slightly  more  to  the  carrier  per  ton  than  the 
stock  car  with  the  full  load."  2  I.  C.  C.  Bep.  103,  2  Inters. 
Com.  Bep.  71. 

This  plea  that  the  transportation  in  tanks  is  the  more  prof- 
itable to  the  carrier  in  yielding  a  larger  revenue  above  the 
expense  of  service  was  presented  in  the  case  of  Bice,  Bobin- 
son &  Witherop,  and  was  in  effect  held  to  be  no  justification 
of  the  discrimination  between  tank  and  barrel  shippers  under 
the  circumstances  and  conditions*  regulating  the  vm  of  th&  two 
modes  of  transjjortation.    These  circumstances  and  conditions 
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do  not  present  a  case  of  two  modes  of  transportation  open 
indiscriminately  to  shippers  in  general,  the  one  at  a  higher 
rate  than  the  other,  and  as  to  which  the  shipper  may  take  his 
choice  and  pay  accordingly,  but  a  case  where  the  cheaper^ 
rated  and,  as  is  claimed  by  the  defendants,  the  hetter,  mode  of 
transportation  is  available  practically  to  only  a  particular 
class  of  shippers.  The  railroads  do  not  to  any  material 
extent  own  tank  cars  or  furnish  facilities  for  loading  and 
unloading  them,  but  they  are  owned  almost  entirely  by  the 
shippers  and  liitiited  in  their  use  to  stick  oiojiers.  It  is  claimed 
by  the  railroads  that  it  is  impracticable  for  them  to  own  a 
sufficient  supply  of  tank  cars  and  construct  the  terminal  facil- 
ities for  thereceipt  and  delivery  of  oil  necessary  to  their  prof- 
itable employment  and  that  the  cars  should  be  owned  and 
these  facilities  be  constructed  by  the  shipper.  In  reference 
to  this  state  of  facts  the  following  language  is  used  in  the 
case  of  Kice,  Robinson  &  Witherop :  "  It  is  not  the  business 
of  the  shipper  to  furnish  the  vehicle  of  transportation.  That 
is  the  duty  of  the  carrier.  Under  its  franchise  the  carrier 
must  do  more  than  construct  his  roadway.  He  must  equip  it 
with  the  means  of  transportation,  and  these  means,  of  what- 
ever style  or  pattern,  must  be  open  impartially  to  all  shippers 
of  like  traffic.  If  the  carrier  hire  or  arrange  in  any  manner 
for  the  use  of  vehicles  he  does  not  own,  he  has  one  of  two 
things  to  do :  he  must  either  furnish  like  vehicles  to  all  com- 
petitors in  the  traffic,  or  must  be  careful  to  make  no  unjust 
discrimination  and  give  no  undue  preference  in  his  rates. 
For  all  transportation  purposes,  so  far  as  the  public  is  con- 
cerned, a  carrier  makes  every  vehicle  his  own  that  he  uses 
upon  his  road,  no  matter  how  acquired.  His  responsibility 
to  the  public  is  the  same  in  respect  to  rates  and  other  trans- 
portation duties  whether  he  owns  or  hires  his  vehicle.  When> 
therefore,  he  accepts  tank  cars  owned  by  shippers  who  can 
aiford  to  build  and  furnish  them,  and  has  none  of  his  own  to 
furnish  to  other  shippers,  but  can  supply  only  box  cars  in 
w^hich  barrels  must  be  used  for  oil,  he  is  bound  to  see  that  he 
gives  no  preference  in  rates  to  the  tank  shipper,  and  that  he 
subjects  the  barrel  shipper  to  no  disadvantage.  It  is  at  this 
point  that  the  duty  of  the  carrier  to  the  public  is  rigorous^ 
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and  where  no  plea  of  inability  to  furnish  tanks,  or  other 
excuse,  is  admissible." 

It  is  contended  by  counsel  for  the  Western  New  York  & 
PennsyWania  Railroad  Company,  that  the  Commission  erred 
in  holding  it  to  be  the  duty  of  the  carrier  to  famish  the  vehi* 
cle  of  transportation.  On  this  point  it  is  said  in  the  case  of 
Scofield,  that  while  the  statute  does  not  clothe  the  Commis- 
sion with  power  to  determine  what  kind  or  number  of  cars  the 
carrier  shall  place  upon  its  line  for  transportation  purposes, 
yet "  the  duty  of  the  .  .  •  carrier  is  none  the  less  obliga- 
tory at  common  law  and  by  its  charter  to  furnish  an  adequate 
and  proper  car  equipment  for  all  the  business  ...  it 
undertakes  and  advertises  in  its  tari&  it  will  do/'  2  L  0. 0. 
Bep.  117,  2  Inters.  Com.  Bep.  76.  In  Bice  v.  Louisville  Sl 
N.  B.  Co.,  1  I.  C.  C.  Bep.  647,  I  Inters.  Com.  Bep.  722,  the  . 
Commission  says :  "  It  is  properly  the  business  of  railroad, 
companies  to  supply  to  their  customers  suitable  vehicles  Of 
transportation  and  then  to  offer  their  use  to  everybody  impar- 
tially "—citing  Ogdensbui^h  A  L.  C.  B.  Co.  v.  Pratt,  89  U.  S. 
22  Wall.  123, 138,  22  L.  ed.  827,  880.  There  is  no  obliga- 
tion upon  any  one  to  enter  into  the  business  of  common  car- 
riage, but,  having  undertaken  and  advertised  to  conduct  such 
business,  it  seems  clear  that  the  duty  of  furnishing  vehicles 
of  transportation  is  incurred.  Chicago  &  A.  B.  Co.  v.  Daw- 
son, 79  Mo.  296,  18  Am.  &  Eng.  B.  Cas.  521 ;  Ayres  v.  Chi- 
cage  &  N.  W.  E.  Co.,  71  Wis.  372,  380,  6  Am.  St.  Bep.  226; 
Smith  V.  New  Haven  &  N.  B.  Co.,  12  Allen,  631 ;  St.  Louis  ft 
S.  E.  B.  Co.  V.  Dorman,  72  HI.  506. 

If  it  be  not  the  duty  of  the  common  carrier  to  furnish  the 
vehicle  of  transportation,  then  his  only  legal  obligation  is  to 
transport  over  his  road-bed  such  vehicles  when  furnished  by 
others.  He  could  not  be  compelled 'to  do  more,  and  if  he 
chose  to  pursue  such  a  course,  the  privilege  of  transportation 
of  both  person  and  property  over  his  line  might  be  denied 
to  the  great  mass  of  the  public  and  limited  to  the  few  who 
were  able  and  found  it  to  their  advantage  to  invest  in  can 
for  their  own  use.    It  is  manifest  that  in  such  transportation 
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there  would  be  but  a  small,  if  any  element  of  cominon  car- 
riage ;  it  would  be  a  prostitution  of  the  franchise  received 
from  the  state  and  call  for  its  forfeiture. 

In  fact  and  in  law,  however,  the  carrier  furnishes  the  tank 
as  well  as  the  harrel  car.  The  shipper  in  tank  cars  (who  is 
also  the  owner)  is  only  the  source  of  sujpply.  He  does  not, 
strictly  speaking,  furnish  the  tank  car,  but  lets  it  to  the  car- 
rier, charging  and  receiving  the  customary  mileage  both  ways, 
and  the  earner,  the  hirer,  furnishes  it.  If  there  were  noth- 
ing more  in  the  transaction  than  this,  it  could  not  be  success- 
fully contended  that  it  is  not  the  duty  of  the  carrier  to  oflfer 
the  use  of  the  tank  car  to  shippers  indiscriminately.  But  it 
may  be  said  that  the  owner  of  the  tank  car  has  acquired 
these  cars  for  the  purpose  of  having  his  own  products  trans- 
ported therein,  and  that  in  the  contract  of  hire  to  the  carrier 
he  may  stipulate  for  their  exclusive  use.  Conceding  that  this 
may  be  done,  it  must  be  upon  such  terms  as  shall  not  consti- 
tute an  unjust  discrimination  against  shippers  of  like  traffic 
in  cars  owned  by  the  carrier. 

In  the  Rice  case,  it  is  said :  "  The  carrier  has  no  right  to 
hire  rolling  stock  and  then  allow  it  to  be  used  exclusively  by 
one  class  of  persons  on  such  terms  as  will  drive  out  of  busi- 
ness those  who  are  compelled  to  use  its  own  rolling  stock  in 
a  competitive  traffic.  This,  however,  is  precisely  what  takes 
place  in  this  traffic,  if  the  rates  for  the  transportation  in  bar- 
rels are  considerably  in  excess  of  those  which  are  charged  for 
the  transportation  in  tanks.  The  tank  cars,  .  .  .  whether 
the  use  is  paid  for  or  not,  ought  properly  to  be  held  for  the 
use  of  all ;  but  if  this  is  found  impracticable,  it  is  very  certain 
and  very  obvious  that  proprietorship  of  the  car  far  the  iise  of 
which  the  canner  pays  .  .  .  can  fairly  entitle  the  owner 
to  no  special  consideration  in  the  making  of  rates."  Rice  v. 
Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.,  1  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  548,  1  Inters.  Com. 
Rep.  722.  If  the  carrier  should  rent  from  a  car-furnishing 
company,  who  are  not  shippers,  cars  better  adapted  to  a 
particular  traffic  than  its  own,  and  should  limit  their  use  to  one 
class  of  its  customers  and  at  a  cheaper  rate  than  is  charged 
to  its  other  customers  for  the  use  of  its  o^vTi  cars,  no  one 
foiiUl  qnostion  the  injustice  of  such  discrimination.    In  prin- 
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ciple  the  case  is  the  same,  whether  the  shipper  or  some  out- 
side party  is  the  source  of  supply. 

The  tank  of  the  tank  car  performs  the  function  of  a  pack- 
age in  tank  shipments,  as  the  barrel  does  in  barrel  shipments. 
The  carrier,  in  renting  and  paying  mileage  for  the  tank  car, 
furnishes  the  tank  shipper  a  package  and  free  transportation 
thereof;  the  barrel  shipper  furnishes  his  own  package  and  is 
chained  for  its  transportation.  At  14  cents,  a  barrel  on  the 
minimum  carload  of  60  barrels,  the  discrimination  against 
the  barrel  shipper  amoxmts  to  $8.40,  equivalent  to  freight  at 
tank  rates  on  over  16  barrels  of  oil.  The  average  distance 
from  Oil  City  and  Titusville  to  New  York  harbor  points  by 
the  railway  lines  between  those  points  is  over  500  miles. 
The  mileage  paid  per  car  for  round  trip  at  f  cents  per  mile 
amounts  to  over  $7.50.  The  tank  shipper,  therefore,  receives 
about  $7.50  per  round  trip  for  the  use  of  his  car  including  a 
package  for  his  oil,  while  the  barrel  shipper  pays  $8.40  per 
car  for  the  transportation  of  his  packages  one  way. 

The  cost  of  the  tank  car  is  from  $600.00  to  $634.00;  it 
requires  special  facilities  for  loading  and  unloading,  has  to 
be  cleaned  out  after  use  to  render  it  fit  for  carriage  of  differ- 
ent qualities  of  oils,  and  carries  no  return  loads  from  the 
east.  Barreled  oil  is  transported  in  box  and  rack  cars ;  the 
box  cars  generally  used  for  that  purpose  are  old  and  inferior, 
unfit  for  the  transportation  of  merchandise  in  general,  and 
new  box  cars  are  seldom  so  used,  as  the  leakage  and  odor  of 
the  oil  are  calculated  to  render  them  unsuitable  for  the  car- 
riage of  freight  liable  to  be  damaged  thereby.  The  box  car 
costs  about  $450.00.  It  is  estimated  and  the  evidence  tends 
to  show  that  from  five  to  ten  per  cent,  of  the  cars  used  in 
carrying  oil  in  barrels  return  loaded. 

A  statement  introduced  in  evidence,  dated  October  1, 
1889,  shows  that  the  total  tank  car  eqtdpment  of  the  United 
States  so  far  as  then  known  was  7,864  cars,  owned  and  oper- 
ated as  follows : 

Owned  by  railroads 1,848 

Owned  by  companies  and  individuals  not  conneoted  with  the  Stand- 
ard Oil  Company  (approximately) 1,844 

Leased  by  Standard  Oil  Co.  to  outside  parties 800 

Total  operated  by  parties  not  connected  with  Standard  OU  Ca 

(approximately) 8«486 


• 
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Owned  by  Standard  Oil  Company 4,497 

Less  leased  to  others 800 

Total  operated  by  Standard  Oil  Company 4,197 

Owned  in  part  by  Standard  Oil  Company 181 

4,878 

Total  tank  car  equipment 7,864 

From  this  it  will  be  seen  that  the  Standard  Oil  Company 
owns  and  operates  over  half  of  the  total  tank  car  equipment 
of  the  United  States.  The  complainants  manufacture  refined 
petroleum  and  its  products  at  or  near  Oil  City  and  TitusviUe 
and  sell  the  same  in  the  domestic  markets  and  at  the  Atlantic 
seaboard  for  export.  They  do  this  business  in  competition 
with  the  Standard  Oil  Company  and  others.  The  capacity 
of  the  refineries  of  complainants  is  about  two  millions  barrels 
per  annum,  and  their  actual  shipments  for  the  year  1888, 
were  about  a  million  and  a  half  barrels  of  petroleum  products. 
The  shipments  were  entirely  by  rail  and  for  the  most  part  in 
barrels. 

The  counsel  for  the  Western  New  York  &  Pennsylyania  B. 
B.  Co.  admits  that  the  method  of  making  rates  by  weight 
including  the  barrel  package  "  might  lead  to  injurious  efifects 
to  those  who  shipped  their  oil  exclusively,  or  the  greater  por- 
tion of  their  oil,  in  barrels,"  but  contends  that  it  would  be 
difficult  to  decide  that  this  method  of  making  rates  was  a 
discrimination  in  favor  of  the  Standard  Oil  Co.,  in  view  of  the 
testimony  introduced  which  shows  that  the  shipments  for 
that  company  over  the  Green  Line  (which  is  a  department  of 
the  Pennsylvania  E.  R.  having  charge  of  all  the  east-bound 
transportation  of  oil  in  carloads  over  that  road)  for  the  six 
months  ending  December  31,  1888,  were,  in  barrels,  354,793, 
and  in  bulk,  308,899  barrels,  and  over  the  New  York,  Lake 
Erie  &  Western  E.  E,  in  barrels,  117,993,  and  in  bulk,  92,730 
barrels.  These  figures  show  that  for  the  period  named,  the 
Standard  Oil  Co.  and  its  "  affiliated  industries  "  shipped  more 
oil  by  rail  in  barrels  than  in  tanks  to  the  east  over  said  lines. 
During  about  two  months  and  a  half  of  that  period,  to  wit, 
from  July  1,  to  September  13, 1888,  the  charge  on  the  barrel 
package  was  not  in  force,  and  in  the  itemized  statement 
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introduced  in  evidence  showing  shipments  by  months,  the 
shipments  for  the  last  of  the  six  months  (December)  were 
less  in  barrels  than  in  bulk,  being  by  the  Green  Line  in  bar- 
rels, 35,098,  and  in  bulk,  43,645,  and  by  the  New  York,  Lake 
Erie  &  Western  R.  R.,  in  barrels,  19,126,  and  in  bulk,  25,538. 
The  aggregate  shipments,  however,  for  the  portion  of  the  six 
months  during  which  the  charge  for  the  barrel  package  was 
in  force,  were  greater  in  barrels,  than  in  bulk.  The  witness 
by  whom  this  proof  was  made  was  in  the  employ  of  the 
Standard  Oil  Co.  as  assistant  manager  of  the  Union  Tank 
Line,  and  he  does  not  testify  positively,  but  that  "he  thinks" 
the  same  proportion  as  to  barrel  and  tank  shipments  pre- 
vailed for  a  like  period  before  and  since  the  period  stated. 
The  evidence  would  have  been  more  satisfactory  if  some 
period  covered  entirely  by  the  barrel  package  charge  had 
been  selected  and  the  witness  had  given  the  figures,  presum- 
ably accessible  to  him,  showing  the  shipments  during  the 
like  periods  before  and  since  the  institution  of  the  charge  for 
the  barrel  package.  The  witness  could  not  state  the  amoxmt 
of  the  Standard  Oil  Company's  shipments  by  pipe  lines  or 
the  proportion  of  such  shipments  to  its  shipments  by  rail. 
The  rate  by  the  pipe  lines  to  the  public  is  the  same  as  the 
tank  rate  by  rail.  The  shipments  shown  by  the  above  fig- 
ures, moreover,  were  from  Rochester,  Buflfalo,  ^Pittsburgh, 
Cleveland,  and  other  points  besides  Oil  City  and  Titusville, 
and  in  the  shipments  from  the  latter  points  the  bulk  ship- 
ments largely  exceeded  the  barrel  shipments,  being  by  the 
Green  Line  from  Oil  City,  156,537  in  bulk  and  91,089  in  bar- 
rels, and  from  Titusville  63,101  in  bulk  and  none  in  barrels, 
and  by  the  New  York,  Lake  Erie  &  Western  R.  R.,  from  Oil 
City,  7,510  in  bulk  and  none  in  barrels,  and  from  Titusville 
931  in  bulk  and  none  in  barrels.  The  ultimate  question, 
however,  in  these  cases  relates  to  an  unjust  discrimination 
not  as  between  particular  parties,  but  as  between  two  classes 
of  shippers,  the  barrel  shipper  and  the  tank  shipper.  The  fact 
that  the  Standard  Oil  Company  owns  and  operates  more  than 
half  of  the  total  tank  car  equipment  of  the  United  States,  would 
seem  to  justify  the  inference  that  its  gain  is  largely  greater 
than  its  loss  by  the  discrimination  in  favor  of  tank  shipments. 
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In  the  statement  above  of  the  total  tank  car  equipment  of 
the  United  States,  1,342  is  the  number  given  as  owned  by 
railroad  companies.  Of  these  1,130  belong  to  the  Pennsyl- 
vania K.  R.  Co.,  leaving  212  as  the  number  owned  by  all 
other  railroads  in  this  country.  Practically,  then,  with  the 
exception  of  the  Pennsylvania  R.  R.  Co.,  the  defendants 
carry  oil  in  tank  cars  for  such  shippers  only  as  own  the  cars 
and  supply  them  to  the  roads.  The  application  of  that  com- 
pany to  take  additional  testimony  heretofore  referred  to  was, 
so  far  as  deemed  material  and  as  stated  therein,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  showing  that  it  is  the  owner  of  1,100  oil  tank  cars,  of 
which  about  450  cars  or  so  many  of  them  as  from  time  to 
time  are  necessary  to  meet  the  demands  therefor,  are  fur- 
nished indiscriminately  to  all  parties  desiring  shipments  of 
refined  oil  to  points  upon  its  own  or  affiliated  lines  of  rail- 
roads, including  the  seaboard  points  on  the  New  York  har- 
bor, at  Philadelphia  and  Baltimore,  and  "that  with  few 
exceptions  occuning  occasionally  during  the  period  of 
heaviest  shipments  .  .  .  these  cars  have  been  equal  to> 
and  often  in  excess  of,  the  demands  upon  them  by  shippers.'* 
The  complainants  answering  admit  that  said  railroad  com- 
pany "is  the  owner  of  about  1,100  tank  cars  of  which  about 
450  are  devoted  to  the  carrying  of  refined  oil  and  oflfered 
indiscriminately  to  the  shippers  of  that  product;"  but  allege 
that  "if  the  demand  for  these  cars  is  no  greater  than  is 
stated,  it  is  because  the  Pennsylvania  R.  R.  Co.  will  not  per- 
mit them  to  go  to  any  other  place  on  the  seaboard  at  New 
York  harbor,  than  Communipaw,  and  only  there  at  the  docks 
of  the  National  Storage  Co.,  which  is  allied  to  the  Standard 
Oil  Trust,"  and  that  it  "  refuses  to  permit  the  cars  to  go  to 
Perth  Amboy,  the  export  station  to  which  the  Independent 
Refiners"  (complainants)  "ship  most  largely."  In  reply,  the 
railroad  company  construes  the  answer  of  complainants  as 
"  at  least  impliedly  admitting  the  said  facts  to  establish  which 
the  application  was  made,"  and  itself  admits  that  "it  trans- 
ports oil  going  over  its  lines  to  the  New  York  seaboard  to 
Communipaw  and  not  to  Perth  Amboy,"  assigning  as  reasons 
that  oil  is  a  traffic  dangerous  to  other  merchandise  and  that 
has  to  be  handled  at  a  separate  point  of  delivery,  and  that 
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Communipaw  is  only  a  mile  and  a  half  from  its  regular  deliv- 
eries in  Jersey  City  and  the  most  conyenient  point  for  oil 
delivery  by  its  road,  while  Perth  Amboy  is  distant  about 
nineteen  miles  and  one  of  the  terminal  stations  of  an  active 
competitor,  the  Lehigh  Valley  B.  B.  Co.  It  also  alleges  that 
the  individual  shipper  can  obtain  at  Communipaw  equal 
facilities  at  equal  rates  with  those  obtainable  at  Perth 
Amboy.  The  allegation  of  complainants  that  the  road  will 
only  deliver  at  the  docks  of  the  National  Storage  Co. 
at  Communipaw  and  that  that  company  is  allied  to  the 
Standard  Trust  is  not  denied.  The  evidence  shows  that 
the  National  Storage  Company  advertises  itself  as  the  agent 
of  the  Green  Line  and  Pennsylvania  B.  B.  Co.,  and  has 
charge  of  that  company's  terminals  at  Communipaw  and  that 
the  tank  cars  of  that  line  and  company  are  allowed  to  run 
only  to  the  National  Storage  Company's  docks.  This  Stor- 
age Company  has  facilities  at  Communipaw  for  unloading 
tank  cars  into  bulk  steamers  or  vessels,  but  these  facilities 
are  not  open  to  complainants,  and  a  witness  (Confer)  testified 
that  in  order  to  get  oil  shipped  in  bulk  from  Communipaw, 
the  Independent  refiner  has  to  sell  it  to  the  Standard  Oil 
Company.  From  this  state  of  facts  it  appears  that  while 
about  450  tank  cars  of  the  Pennsylvania  B.  B.  Co.  may  be 
"  open  to  shippers  indiscriminately,"  it  is  only  upon  the  con- 
ditions of  shipment  to  Communipaw  for  delivery  there  to  the 
National  Storage  Company,  and  that  the  facilities  owned  by 
this  Storage  Company  for  bulk  shipment  are  not  available  to 
shippers  in  general.  The  fact  testified  to,  that  the  facilities  of 
the  National  Storage  Company  at  Communipaw  for  bulk  ship- 
ment are  not  open  to  outside  shippers,  and  that  in  order  to 
have  oil  shipped  in  bulk  from  that  point  it  has  to  be  sold  to 
the  Standard  Oil  Company,  tends  to  sustain  the  allegation  of 
complainants  that  the  Storage  Company  is  an  ally  of  ihe 
Standard  Oil  Trust.  The  Pennsylvania  B.  B.  has  a  connec- 
tion with  the  Lehigh  Valley  road  seven  or  eight  miles  from 
Perth  Amboy,  and  there  is  no  physical  obstruction  to  prevent 
the  cars  of  the  former  road  running  through  to  Perth  Amboy. 
The  agent  in  charge  of  the  Green  Line  at  the  time  of  the 
hearing  (Motheral)  stated  that  the  tank  cars  of  the  Peimsyl- 
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vania  road  were  not  permitted  to  run  to  Perth  Amboy  because 
of  a  contract  of  the  road  with  the  National  Storage  Company 
to  deliver  to  their  yard.  The  Green  Line,  as  before  stated, 
is  the  oil  transportation  department  of  the  Pennsylvania  R. 
B.  Co.,  and  this  agent  testified  that  the  Green  Line  could  not 
meet  the  demand  of  the  business  of  the  Standard  Oil  Com- 
pany for  tank  cars  on  its  line,  and  had  to  use  sometimes  as 
many  as  600  cars  of  the  Union  Tank  Line,  a  department  of 
the  Standard  Oil  Company,  in  the  Standard  Oil  business. 

After  full  investigation  and  mature  consideration,  our  con- 
clusion in  reference  to  the  charge  for  the  barrel  package  is  in 
line  with  that  in  the  case  of  Rice,  Robinson  &  Witherop  and 
with  the  principles  pertinent  to  the  question  laid  down  in 
that  case  and  in  the  cases  of  Rice  and  Schofield,  and  we  hold, 
that  where  both  modes  of  transportation  are  employed  by 
the  earner,  and  the  use  of  one,  the  tank  car,  is  not  open  to 
shippers  impartially  but  is  practically  limited  to  one  class  of 
shippers,  the  charge  for  the  barrel  package  in  barrel  ship- 
ments, in  the  absence  of  a  corresponding  charge  on  tank  ship- 
ments, resulting  in  a  greater  cost  of  transportation  to  the 
shipper  in  barrels  on  like  quantities  of  oil  between  like  points 
of  shipment  and  destination  than  to  the  tank  shipper,  is  an 
unjust  discrimination,  subjecting  the  barrel  shipper  to  an 
unreasonable  disadvantage  and  giving  the  tank  shipper  an 
undue  advantage,  and  that  no  circumstances  and  conditions 
have  been  disclosed  by  the  evidence  in  these  cases  authoriz- 
ing such  discrimination  by  any  of  the  defendant  carriers. 

At  the  institution  of  these  cases,  the  defendants  were  mak- 
ing what  is  termed  an  "  outage  "  allowance  for  alleged  waste 
in  transportation,  of  62  gallons  from  the  full  capacity  of  the 
tank,  with  no  corresponding  deduction  on  barrel  shipments. 
Notwithstanding  this  allowance,  the  shippers  received  pay 
for  the  full  capacity  of  the  tank.  The  testimony  tends  to 
show  that  tlie  Union  Tank  Line,  a  department  of  the  Stand- 
ard Oil  Company,  was  originally  the  only  beneficiary  of  this 
practice,  but  the  matter  having  become  known  to  the  other 
tank  shippers,  it  was  then  extended  to  them.  After  the  com- 
mencement of  these  proceedinfjjs  the  allowance  was  reduced 
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to  42  gallons.  This  practice  was  condemned  by  this  Commis- 
sion as  being  an  unlawful  discrimination  in  favor  of  the  tank 
as  against  the  barrel  shipper,  in  the  case  of  Bice,  Bobinson  & 
Witherop,  and  also  the  recent  case  of  Bice  v.  Cincinnati,  W. 
&  B.  B.  Co.,  5  I.  C.  C.  Bep.  193,  3  Inters.  Com.  Bep.  841. 
Since  the  promulgation  of  the  decision  in  the  latter  case,  the 
Western  New  York  &  Penn.  B.  B.  Co.  has  issued  supplements 
to  all  its  oil  tariffs,  effective  September  1,  1892,  providing, 
among  other  things,  that "  the  minimum  carloads  of  tank  cars 
will  be  the  full  capacity  of  the  tanks,"  and  the  "wastage" 
allowance  has  thus  been  wholly  discontinued  over  the  lines 

of  defendants. 

II. 

The  question  of  the  reasonableness  in  themselves  of  the 
rates  now  in  force,  exclusive  of  the  charge  for  the  barrel 
package  in  barrel  shipments,  will  be  next  considered. 

The  defendants  in  the  ease  against  the  Western  New  York 
&  Pennsylvania  B.  B.  Co.,  the  New  York,  Lake  Erie  &  West- 
ern B.  E.  Co.,  the  Delaware  &  Hudson  Canal  Co.,  the  Fitch- 
burg  B.  B.  Co.,  and  the  Boston  &  Maine  B.  B.  Co.,  form  a 
route  over  which  petroleum  products  are  transported  in  car- 
loads from  the  Pennsylvania  oil  regions  to  Boston  and  New 
England  points ;  the  defendants  in  the  case  against  the  West- 
ern New  York  &  Pennsylvania  B.  B.  Co.,  the  New  York,  Lake 
Erie  &  Western  E.  B.  Co.,  and  the  Lehigh  Valley  B.  B.  Co., 
form  a  route  over  which  such  transportation  is  conducted 
from  such  oil  regions  to  New  York  harbor  points ;  and  the 
defendants  in  the  case  against  the  Western  New  York  &  Penn- 
sylvania B.  E.  Co.  and  the  Pennsylvania  B.  B.  Co.  form  what 
is  known  as  the  ** Green  Line"  route  from  said  oil  regions  to 
New  York  harbor.  Tlie  "  Green  Line,"  as  before  stated,  is  a 
department  of  the  Pennsylvania  B.  B.  Co.,  having  charge  of 
and  conducting  the  oil  transportation  over  said  route.  These 
railroad  companies  are  common  carriers  engaged  in  interstate 
transportation  of  petroleum  from  the  western  Pennsylvania 
oil  regions  eastward  for  the  inland  and  export  trade,  and  this 
transportation  is  conducted  on  joint  through  rates,  except  as 
to  the   Boston  &   Maine  road,  on  which  through  rates  are 
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made  only  to  certain  junction  points.  In  addition  to  the 
roads  against  which  the  complaints  are  filed  there  are  also  so 
engaged  the  several  roads  heretofore  named  to  whom  leave 
was  given  to  intei*vene  and  be  heard  as  parties  defendant. 
These  last-mentioned  carriers  are  parts  of  many  different 
routes  (see  statement  supra  filed  by  complainants)  by  which 
petroleum  products  are  or  can  be  carried  between  the  points 
named.  In  many  instances  the  same  railroad  forms  a  link  in 
several  routes.  The  Western  New  York  &  Pennsylvania  R. 
B.  is  the  initial  carrier  in  each  of  the  three  routes  formed  by 
the  roads  complained  against,  and  is  also  the  initial  carrier 
in  most  of  said  other  routes.  All  these  routes  form  two 
classes ;  one  composed  of  those  carrying  for  the  New  Eng- 
land trade  or  Boston  points,  and  the  other  of  those  carrying 
for  New  York  harbor  and  vicinity,  mainly  for  export.  Each 
class,  respectively,  maintains  the  same  rates.  Those  rates, 
so  far  as  shown  by  tariffs  on  file  with  this  Commission  up  to 
date,  have  been  as  follows : 


To  Boston  Points. 

Tariffs  issued  by  Western  New  York 

&  Pennsylvania  R.  R.    Joint  with 

the  following  lines: 
New  York,  Lake  p]rie  &  Western  R.  R. 

Nov.  10,1887 Perbbl. 

(Note.    This  rate  withdrawn  by  rates    (From  Ti- 

shown  on  Fitchburg  R.  R.)  tusvllle.) 

Fitchburg  R.  R. 

Sept.  3, 1S88 Per  100  lbs. 

Dec.  15,  1888 **      ** 

West  Shore  R.  R. 

April  23.  1887 Perbbl. 

July,  —  1887 

Sept.  3,  1888 - Per  100  lbs. 

Dec.  15,  1888 *' 

I).,  L.  &  W.  D.  &  H.  Canal  Co's  R.  R. 

Sept.  3,  1888 Per  100  lbs. 

Dec.  15.  1888 *' 

Lssued  by  Pennsylvania  R.  R.  (Green 

Line). 

Feb.  20,  1888 Per  bbl. 

(K-t.     3,  1888 " 

Jan.     1,  1889 


To  Boston  and  Boston 

points. 

From  Tltu8V»l  A  Oil  City. 

In  bbls. 

In  T.  oars. 

78 

25 

25 

23^ 

28^ 

78 

87^ 

25 

25 

28i 

28^ 

25 

25 

23^ 

28^ 

78 

78 

100 

78 

94 

74 
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As  to  rates  prior  to  those  shown  in  the  aboye  tables,  the 
evidence  tends  to  show  that  from  Oil  City  and  Titusville  to 
New  York  harbor,  over  the  Pennsylvania  R.  R.  Co.'s  Green 
Line,  the  open  rate  was  48  cents  per  barrel  from  about  July^ 
1882,  to  February,  1884,  and  from  the  latter  date  to  January, 
1885,  52  cents  per  barrel.  From  both  these  rates  a  rebate  of 
13  cents  was  allowed,  leaving  the  net  rates  for  said  periods, 
respectively,  35  cents  and  39  cents.  Beginning  at  January, 
1885,  the  open  rate  of  52  cents  was  paid  without  any  rebate, 
and  from  January,  1886,  to  September  3, 1888,  the  rate  by  all 
lines  to  New  York  was  generally  52  cents  per  barrel,  but 
there  is  evidence  tending  to  show  that  in  1886  there  was  a 
rate  of  60  cents  to  Jersey  City. 

About  1881,  two  pipe  lines  for  conveying  crude  oil  from 
the  Pennsylvania  oil  regions  to  the  seaboard  were  completed, 
the  Tide  Water  Pipe  Line  and  that  of  the  National  Transit 
Company.  The  Tide  Water  Pipe  line  was  first  constructed. 
Both  these  .pipe  lines  are  carriers  of  crude  oil  between  the 
points  named,  and  originally  were  in  competition  with  each 
other  and  with  the  rail  lines.  The  low  rates  prevailing  by 
rail  from  about  1881  to  about  January,  1885,  are,  it  is  claimed, 
attributable  to  this  competition.  Under  this  competition 
the  rates  reached  a  very  low,  if  not  unremunerative,  figure, 
both  by  pipe  and  rail,  and  about  December,  1883,  the  pipe 
lines,  with  a  view  of  getting' better  rates,  adjusted  their  differ- 
enees  and  the  competition  between  them  ceased.  The  pipe- 
line business  appears  then  to  have  passed  into  the  control  of 
the  National  Transit  Company.  The  Pennsylvania  B.  B.  Co., 
about  1885,  entered  into  the  contract  with  the  National  Tran- 
sit Company,  which,  as  set  forth  in  the  complaint  against  the 
Pennsylvaflia  Company  and  the  Western  New  York  &  Penn- 
sylvania Company,  is  a  contract  "  for  the  pooling  or  division 
of  the  traffic  on  oil  between  the  Pennsylvania  Company  and 
the  National  Transit  Company,  one  consideration  of  which 
contract  was  the  maintenance  of  the  same  rates  on  oil  by  the. 
railroad  and  by  pipe  line,  and  under  and  by  virtue  df  which 
the  said  National  Transit  Company  guarantees  to  the  Penn- 
sylvania B.  B.  Co.  twenty-six  per  cent,  of  the  entire  oil  traffio 
from  the  Pennsylvania  oil  regions  to  tide*water."  The  Penn- 
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sylvania  B.  B.  Co.  admits  tlie  contract  substantially  as  stated 
by  the  complainants,  but  avers  "  that  the  sole  purpose  of  it 
was  to  secure  and  maintain  a  reasonable  and  compensatory 
rate  to  itself  for  the  service  to  be  rendered ;  that  the  rates 
now  charged  are  only  reasonable  and  Just,  and  that  it  would 
be  impossible  to  carry  said  traffic  at  a  lower  rate  without 
entailing  upon  itself  unreasonable  loss."  The  evidence  tends 
to  show  that  under  this  contract  the  rate  of  52  cents  per  bar- 
rel for  tank  and  barrel  shipments  was  put  in  force  both  by 
the  pipe  lines  and  by  the  Pennsylvania  Company,  and  was 
thereupon  adopted  by  all  the  class  of  lines  to  New  York 
harbor  points.  September  3,  1888,  notice  was  given  of  an 
advance  of  14  cents  per  barrel  for  the  weight  of  the  barrel 
on  barrel  shipments,  to  become  eflfective  September  13,  1888, 
making  the  rates  on  such  shipments  66  cents  per  barrel. 

On  the  basis  of  the  estimated  or  constructive  weights 
placed  by  the  carriers  on  oil  by  the  gallon  in  tank  shipments 
and  on  the  barrel  and  its  contents  in  barrel  shipments  (which 
weights  will  be  considered  further  on),  both  the  52  cents  rate 
and  66  cents  rate  amounted  (when  they  were  adopted)  to  16J- 
cents  per  hundred  pounds  of  oil  transported. 

The  evid(ince  is  to  the  eflfect  that  from  1882  to  about 
March,  1883,  the  rate  to  Boston  was  65  cents  per  barrel  on 
both  barrel  and  tank  shipments  out  of  which  5  cents  was 
refunded  for  cartage ;  that  at  the  latter  date,  the  rate  was 
advanced  to  80  cents,  with  the  same  reduction  for  cartage ; 
and  that  from  1884  to  July,  1885,  there  was  what  is  termed 
an  ** export  rate"  to  Boston  of  80  cents,  with  a  rebate  of  26 
cents,  making  a  net  "  expoii;  rate  "  of  54  cents.  The  rates  of 
94  cents  per  barrel  in  barrel  shipments  and  74  cents  per  bar- 
rel in  tank  shipments  (shown  in  the  table  of  rates  to  date 
heretofore  given)  were  estimated  to  amount  to  23J  cents  per 
hundred  pounds  of  oil  transported. 

The  following  tables  introduced  in  evidence  on  the  part  of 
the  defendants  show  the  rate,  to  within  a  small  fraction,  per 
ton  per  mile  under  i)resent  through  rates,  exclusive  of  the 
charge  for  tlie  barrel  package,  from  Oil  City  over  the  routes 
named  to  New  York,  to  New  York  harbor  and  to  Boston : 
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Oil  dry  to  New  York. 

18^0.  per  100—13.70  per  ton. 

Bate  per  ton  per  mile  via  different  routes. 

Via  W.  N.  T.  &  P.  and  P.  E.  R  526  miles— 7  mills. 

Via  W.  N.  T.  &  P.  and  West  Shore,  566  miles— 6  5-10  mills. 

Via  W.  N.  T.  &  P.  and  N.  Y.,  L.  E.  &  W.,  520  miles— 7  1-10 

mills. 
Via  W.  N.  Y.  &  P.  and  N.  Y.  C.  &  H.  R  R  R.,  582  miles— 6  3-10 

mills. 
Via  W.  N.  Y.  &  P.  and  D.  L.  &  W.  R.  R,  547  miles— 6  7-ia 

mills. 
Via  N.  Y.,  P.  &  O.  and  N.  Y.,  L.  E.  &  W.,  551  miles— 6  7.1(> 

mills. 
Via  L.  S.  &  M.  8.  and  N.  Y.  C.  ife  H.  R  R  R.,  659  miles— 6  6-10 

mills. 

Note. — In  the  above  rate  to  New  York  City  is  included  a 
lighterage  charge  making  it  2  cents  higher  than  the  rate  to 
New  York  harbor  points — the  present  rate  is  19^  cts.  per  cwt.. 

Oil  City  to  New  York  Harbor: — 

16ic.  per  100— $3.30  per  ton. 

Rate  per  ton  per  mile  via  different  routes. 

Via  W.  N.  Y.  &  P.  and  Lehigh  Valley,  538  miles— 6  mills. 
Via  W.  N.  Y.  &  P.  and  P.  R  R,  526  miles— 6  2-10  mills. 
Via  N.  Y.,  P.  &  O.  and  N.  Y.,  L.  E.  &  W.,  551  miles— 6  mills. 

Oil  City  to  Boston. 

23i  per  100— $4.70  per  ton. 
Rate  per  ton  per  mile  via  different  routes. 

Via  W.  N.  Y.  &  P.  and  P.  R.  R— "Wilkes  Barre  Route"  747 

miles — 6  3-10  mills. 
Via  W.  N.  Y.  &  P.,  West  Shore  and  N.  Y.  &  N.  E.  R.  R.,  738 

miles — 6  3-10  mills. 
Via  W.  N.  Y.  &  P.,  N.  Y.  L.  E.  &  W.  and  Fitchburg,  641 

miles— 7  3-10  mills. 
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Via  W.  N.  Y  &  p.,  N.  Y.  C.  &  H.  E.  R.  R.  and  B.  &  A.  B. 
R.,  636  miles— 7  3-10  mills. 

Via  W.  N.  Y.  &  P.,  West  Shore  and  Fitchburg,  633  miles— 
7  4-10  mills. 

Via  W.  N.  Y.  &  P.,  D.  L.  &  W.,  D.  &  H.  C.  Co.  and  Fitch- 
burg, 676  miles — 6  9-10  mills. 

Via  N.  Y.,  P.  &  O.,  N.  Y.  L.  E.  &  W.  and  Fitchburg,  669 
miles — 7  mills. 

Via  L.  S.  &  M.  S.,  N.  Y.  C.  and  B.  &  A.  R.  R.  713  miles— 
6  5-10  mills. 

The  average  receipts  per  ton  per  mile  and  estimated  cost 
of  carrying  a  ton  a  mile  for  the  years  ending  June  30,  1888, 
1889  and  1890,  as  appears  from  the  reports  of  the  roads 
named  on  file  with  the  Commission,  are  shown  in  the  follow* 
ing  table : 

Average  Receipts  Per  Ton  Per  Mile  and  Estimated  Cost  op  Carrying 
One  Ton  One  Mile  for  the  Years  Ending  June  30, 1890, 1889  and  1888. 

Average  receipts  per  Eatlmated  cost  of 

ton  per  mile.  carrying  1  ton  1  mllo. 

Naue  of  KOAD.                             1890.       1889.       1888.  1890.  1889.  1888. 

Ceuts.  Cents.   Ceui8.  Ceuta.  Cents.  Cents. 

Boston  &  Albany  K.R 1.105  1.030  1,099  .791  .753  .819 

Boston  &  Maine  R.  R 1.706  1.883  2.130  1.090  1.207  1.881 

Delaware  &  Hudson  Canal  Co l.loO  1.237  1.229  .523  .629  .511 

Delaware,  Lackawanna  &  West.  R.  R.     .948    .983  1.070  .550  .681  .552 

Fitchburg  Railroad 995-1.015  1.116  .733  .777  .840 

Lake  Shore  &  Michigan  Southern  l^y    .644     .632     -673  .458  .432  .411 

Lehigh  Valley  R.  K 855     .942  1.039  .609  .591  .841 

New  York  &  New  England  R.  R 1.220  1.344  1.192  .829  .932  1.154 

N.  Y.  Central  &  Hudson  River  R.  R. .     .730     .712     .753  .512  .649  .557 

Dunkirk,  Allegheny  V.  &  Pitts.  R.  R.  1.543  1.497  1.495  1.209  1.291  1.311 

West  Shore  R.  R (3) 

N.  Y.,  Lake  Erie  &  West.  R.  R (1)    .665     .672     .589  .419  .407  .402 

N.  Y.,  Lake  Erie  &  West.  R.  R.... (2)    .572     .563     .716  .405  .437  .699 

Pennsylvania  R.  R 661     .685     .778  .457  .486  .621 

Phil.  &  Erie  R.  R.  (4)  Northern  CtMit.     .605     .629     .649  .431  .456  .499 

Western  New  York  &  Penn.  R.  R 576     .000     .650  .424  .451  .460 

(1)  Line  east  of  Salamanca,  N.  Y. 
(3)  Line  west  of  Salamanca,  N.  Y. 

(3)  Included  in  New  York  Central  &  Hudson  R.  R. 

(4)  Included  in  Pennsylvania  K.  R. 
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To  Nbw  Tobk  and  Nbw  Tobk  Habbob  Points. 

To  New  York  Harbor  points. 
To  To  To  To 

Tariffs  issued  by  W.  N.  Y.  New  York  JerseyOlty  PerthAmiboy  Oommiinii»aw 

A  Peunsylyania  R.  K.  from  Tttas- fromTitos-  from  Titos-  fromTitnsTille 

Joint  with  following  Lines.  viUeand     Tllleand       Tills  and  and 

OUClty.      on  City.        OUCity.         OUCity. 
BbL  T.car.  BbL  T.oar8.  BbL  T^oars.  BbL  T.  oars. 
N.  Y.,  Lake  Brie  A  Western  R.R. 

November  10, 1887 PerbbL  58)  88   (FromTI- 

March  8,1888. *'  5S)  (fromTi-  tosriUe.) 

tUSTillS) 

Septembers,  1888 9 100  lbs.  l^X   l^X 

October  17, 1889 IBX   18^ 

West  Shore  K.  R. 

April  88, 1887 9  bbL       58  88  88 

July,        1887 "  BS 

September  8,  1888 9 100  lbs.  lB}i   IBX 

February  10, 18a2 *'  19)i    19)^ 

D.  L.  A  W.  A  Del.  A  H.  Ca^ 

nal  Co.'8  R.R.  Decl5, 1888  9 100  lbs.  tB)i    ^S)i 
Note.  — Rates  withdrawn, 

October  34, 1891. 
Lehigh  YaUeyR.  R 

Septembers,  1888. VlOOlbs  18^   IS^     18^     18^     lOj^   l^H 

Note.— Rates  to  New  York 

withdrawn  Oct.  80,  1891. 
Issued  by  Pennsylyania  R. 

R.    (Green  Line.) 

Apnl8,1887 VbbL  88  88 

February  20,1880 ^  68    .   58        88       88  88  5t 

September  3, 1888 06        58        06       88  66  88 

By  a  comparison  of  the  foregoing  tables  it  will  be  seen  that 
the  rates  per  ton  per  mile  under  the  rates  per  hundred  pounds 
now  in  force,  exclusive  of  the  charge  for  the  barrel  package, 
as  shown  by  the  first  three  tables,  are  less  on  several  of  the 
roads  than  the  reported  estimate  in  the  last  table  of  the  cost 
of  carrying  a  ton  of  general  freight  a  mile,  and  are  less  than 
the  reported  average  receipts  per  ton  per  mile  on  a  majority 
of  said  roads. 

Evidence  was  introduced  tending  to  show  a  lower  rate  per 

ton  per  mile  on  refined  oil  between  other  points  and  on  other 

lines  than  the  rate  per  ton  perlmile  under  the  rates  and  on 

the  lines  involved  in  these  eases,  and  among  others,  that  in 

1886  the  rates  from  Titusville  to  Indianapolis,  Indiana,  and 
other  named  western  points,  ranged  from  40  cents  per  barrel 

of  refined  oil  to  Indianapolis,  Indiana,  to  90  cents  per  barrel 

to  Omaha,  Neb.  and  Minneapolis,  Minn.,  and  that  these  rates 

amounted  to  from  4  mills  to  4.87  mills  per  ton  per  mile ;  also, 
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that  the  rate  from  Lima,  Ohio,  to  New  York  on  fael  oil  in 
1888  was  19  cents  per  hundred  weight  and  4.9  mills  per  ton 
per  mile,  and  from  New  York  to  Chicago,  on  lubricatiiig  oil^ 
25  cents  per  hundred  weight  and  5.87  mills  per  ton  per  mile. 
While  these  rates  amount  to  a  less  rate  per  ton  per  mile  than 
the  rates  now  under  consideration,  this  is  in  many  instancea 
due  to  the  greater  mileage  and  it  does  not  appear  that  the 
circumstances  and  conditions  of  the  transportation  in  the  twa 
cases  are  substantially  similar.  Something  more  is  required 
than  the  mere  comparison  of  rates  between  different  localitiea 
on  different  lines  in  order  to  establish  the  unreasonablenesa 
of  a  rate  complained  of. 

Oil  is  transported  over  the  lines  of  defendants  under  what 
is  known  as  a  commodity  tariff  and  there  is  no  regular  classi- 
fication of  it  in  the  Official  Classification.  The  rate  on  oil  ia 
higher  than  the  sixth  class  rate  under  the  Official  Classifica- 
tion. The  sixth  class  rate  from  Titusville  and  Oil  City  ta 
New  York  City  was  given  as  15  cents  per  hundred  pounds^ 
less  3  cents  lighterage,  and  to  Boston  as  18  cents.  It  is  con- 
tended by  complainants  that  a  comparison  of  the  "  nature  and 
value  "  of  the  commodities  classified  and  rated  as  sixth  clasa 
with  oil,  shows  that  the  latter  should  receive  a  rate  even 
lower  than  the  sixth  class  rate.  As  oil  shipped  in  tanks  and 
in  barrels  must  have  the  same  rate,  the  fact  should  be  duly 
weighed  that  in  cases  of  tank  shipments  to  the  east  there  are 
no  return  loads  and  in  barrel  shipments  but  a  small  per  cent* 
— the  oil  in  the  latter  case  rendering  the  cars  unfit  for  the 
transportation  of  general  merchandise.  The  evidence  shows 
that,  while  the  loss  from  fire  is  very  small,  if  not  insignificant^ 
to  the  shipper,  it  has  been  at  times  very  heavy  to  the  roads — 
one  fire  alone  from  oil  destroying  about  half  a  million  dollars 
worth  of  property.  These  and  perhaps  other  considerations 
ai'e  ignored  by  complainants  in  the  views  they  present  on  the 
question  of  oil  rates  and  classification.  There  is  evidence 
that  on  the  Boston  &  Maine  system  and  some  other  New  Eng- 
land roads  oil  is  carried  as  a  sixth  class  commodity  and  that 
in  the  first  part  of  1887  it  was  carried  from  the  Pennsylvania 
oil  regions  to  New  York  by  some  of  the  respondents  as  sixth 
class.    The  object  of  classification  is  to  furnish  a  basis  for 
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rate  charges,  but  axx  inoorreot  dascdfioation  would  neither 
authorize  an  nnjust  rate  nor  render  unlawful  a  jnst  rate.  The 
question  is  not  one  of  classificationy  but  as  to  the  reasonable- 
ness of  the  rate  under  consideration.  Murphy  v.  Wabash  B. 
Co.,  5  I.  C.  G.  Bep.  122,  3  Inters.  C!om.  Bep.  726.  The  faot,  if 
shown,  that  oil  is  charged  a  higher  rate  than  other  commodi- 
ties of  like  nature  and  value  would  be  a  circumstance  to  be 
considered  for  what  it  was  worth  in  connection  with  the  other 
evidence  bearing  directly  upon  the  reasonableness  of  the 
respective  rates.  Oil  may  be  of  like  or  less  value  than  some 
articles  of  the  sixth  class,  but  it  is  different  from  most,  if  not 
all  of  them,  in  nature,  and  we  are  not  prepared  to  hold  under 
the  proof  that  its  transportation  is  conducted  under  substan- 
tially similar  circumstances  and  conditions. 

There  is  a  net  work  of  local  pipe  lines  in  the  oil  r^ons 
which  convey  the  oil  to  the  local  refineries  and  to  the  rail- 
roads for  shipment,  and  the  charge  for  these  services  by  these 
lines  is  20  cents  per  barrel  irrespective  of  distance.  These 
local  pipe  lines  by  which  complainants'  refineries  are  served 
are  operated  for  the  most  part,  if  not  entirely,  by  the  National 
Transit  Company,  which,  there  is  evidence  tending  to  show, 
is  controlled  by  the  Standard  Oil  Company.  The  oil  regions 
are  divided  into  three  or  four  "oil  fields."  One  of  these  is 
known  as  the  ''Bradford  Field,"  and  the  price  of  oil  quoted 
on  the  New  York  market  is  the  price  of  the  oil  of  this  field. 
The  complainants  are  in  another  field  and  get  their  oil  from 
the  district  immediately  surrounding  them.  The  oil  from  this 
district  being  fresher  is  somewhat  better  than  that  from  the 
Bradford  district  and  there  was  about  two  years  before  the 
hearing  a  premium  on  it  of  8  cents  per  barrel.  The  evidence 
tends  to  show  that  this  premium  represented  about  the  excess 
in  value  of  the  oil  in  complainants'  district  and  used  by  them 
over  that  in  the  Bradford  district.  This  premium  was,  how- 
ever, raised  to  13  cents  per  barrel  and  about  August  18, 1888^ 
a  short  while  before  the  14  cents  charge  for  the  barrel  paok^ 
age  was  placed  on  barrel  shipments,  it  was  raised  to  20  oenfei 
per  barrel.  The  complainants  have  to  pay,  therefore,  20  oeiits 
more  for  the  oil  used  by  them  than  the  price  of  the  Bradloid 
oil,  which  is  the  New  York  market  price,  and  this  20  oentB, 
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according  to  the  weight  of  the  evidence,  is  12  cents  more  than 
the  difference  in  quality  of  the  two  classes  of  oil  will  justify. 
The  evidence  tends  to  show  that  complainants  get  their  oil 
from  the  National  Transit  Company,  and  there  is  also  evi- 
dence that  the  local  pipe  lines  in  order  to  secure  the  patron- 
age of  the  i^roducer  bid  against  each  other  for  the  oil  and 
that  the  advance  in  the  premium  is  due  in  part  at  least,  to 
this  competition. 

The  complainants  have  introduced  in  evidence  two  state- 
ments of  the  results  of  refining  1,000  barrels  of  crude  oil  at 
Titusville  and  Oil  City,  respectively,  the  one  showing  a  loss 
in  refining  of  $282.93  and  the  other,  a  loss  of  $273.45.  In  the 
cost  are  included  among  other  items,  the  above-mentioned 
premium  of  20  cents  per  barrel  and  the  pipeage  to  the  rail- 
road of  20  cents  per  barrel.  These  statements  are  dated, 
respectively ,May  14  and  May  15, 1889.  The  witness  who  made 
out  one  of  these  statements  (Burwald)  testified  that  the  loss  in 
refining  had  only  been  since  January,  1889,  and  had  gradu- 
ally increased  during  February,  March,  April  and  May,  1889. 
He  further  stated  that  this  was  the  dull  season  of  the  year  in 
the  oil  business  and  that  the  greater  part  of  the  refining  busi- 
ness is  done  from  June  to  January.  No  item  of  transporta- 
tion charges  is  embraced  in  these  statements  except  the 
charge  of  20  cents  per  barrel  for  the  service  of  the  local  pipe 
lines,  and  the  losses  shown  are  the  results  of  the  refining  up 
to  the  time  of  shipment  on  the  raih-oad.  The  business  of  the 
refineries  in  the  oil  regions  appears  to  have  been  generally 
unprofitable  at  the  date  of  the  hearings,  and  several  of  them 
had  partially  or  entirely  ceased  operations.  About  40  per 
cent,  of  the  products  of  the  crude  oil  is  an  inferior  oil,  which 
is  for  the  most  part  exported  and  known  as  "  export  oil."  In 
the  export  business,  the  refiners  whose  refineries  are  located 
in  the  oil  regions  are  placed  at  a  disadvantage  with  those  of 
the  Standard  Oil  Company  and  its  allies  at  the  seaboard  near 
New  York.  The  latter  own  or  control  the  pipe  lines  to  the 
seaboard,  and  also  the  facilities  for  transfer  of  the  oil  out  of 
pipes  and  tank  cars  into  bulk  steamers  or  vessels.  This, 
together  with  the  fluctuating  market  prices  of  petroleum  pro- 
ducts and  other  matters  hereafter  referred  to  besides  the  cost 
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of  rail  transportation,  have  probably  oontribnted  to  depress 
the  business  of  the  local  refineries. 

The  complainants  and  their  witnesses  testify  that  the  busi- 
ness of  the  local  refineries  cannot  be  conducted  profitably,  if 
at  aU,  under  the  present  rates.  On  the  other  hand,  the  offi- 
cials and  employes  of  the  defendant  railroads  state  that  these 
rates  barely  afford  a  reasonable  compensation  and  that  any 
reduction  will  be  ruinous  to  their  business.  In  the  case  of 
complainants  and  their  witness  reference  is  had  for  the  most 
part  to  the  advance  rate  on  barrel  shipments  for  the  barrel 
package,  resulting  in  a  through  rate  to  New  York  points  of 
66  cents  per  barrel,  and  to  Boston  points  at  94  cents  per  bar- 
rel. The  charges  in  the  complaints  are  against  these  rates 
as  being  excessive  and  unreasonable,  and  in  the  case  against 
the  Pennsylvania  Bailroad  Company  and  the  Western  New 
York  &  Pennsylvania  Bailroad  Company,  the  complainants 
set  forth,  that  notwithstanding  they  were  subjected  to  disad- 
vantages by  the  rates  prior  to  the  institution  of  the  barrel 
package  charge  in  their  "  eay)ort  trade  in  competition  with 
their  rivals  affiliated  to  the  Standard  Oil  Trust,"  still  "they 
were  enabled  by  their  advantages  in  the  local  markets 
to  maintain  and  even  increase  their  business."  It  would 
appear  from  this  statement  and  the  facts  elsewhere  set  forth 
as  to  the  transportation  and  other  facilities  possessed  by  the 
seaboard  refineries,  that  the  complainants,  or  local  refineries 
in  the  oil  regions,  had  the  advantage  in  the  local  markets  and 
the  seaboard  refiners  had  the  advantage  in  the  export  trade^ 
and  that  the  former  so  far  counterbalanced  or  offi»et  the  lat- 
ter, that  under  the  rate  existing  at  the  time  of  the  charge  for 
the  package  was  placed  on  barrel  shipments,  the  local  refin- 
ers were  able  to  maintain  and  increase  their  business.  In 
regard  to  the  position  of  the  defendants  towards  the  old  rates, 
as  before  stated  in  the  discussion  of  the  question  of  the  dis- 
crimination as  between  tank  and  barrel  shipments,  the  charge 
for  the  barrel  package  was  not  originally  made  by  the  roads 
on  the  ground  that  it  was  necessary  in  order  to  yield  them  a 
fair  remuneration  for  the  service  of  transportation,  but  only, 
as  claimed  by  them,  for  the  purpose  of  conforming  to  what 
they  understood  to  be  the  ruling  of  this  Commission.    Two 
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of  the  roads  against  whom  complaint  is  filed,  the  Fitchbnrgf 
Railroad  Company  and  the  Delaware  &  Hudson  Canal  Com* 
pany,  in  their  answers  express  willingness  for  a  reduction  of 
the  rates.  On  this  point  the  Fitchbui^  Company  says,  that 
"  it  has  no  voice  or  control  in  the  fixing  of  the  rates  and 
charges  complained  of,  the  same  being  made  by  the  trunk 
lines/'  and  "that  it  has  no  objection  to  the  granting  of  com- 
plainants* petition  so  far  as  the  same  relates  to  the  reduction 
of  rates  and  is  willing  to  take  its  proportion  of  the  through 
rates  should  they  be  reduced  as  prayed  for,"  and  the  Dela- 
ware &  Hudson  Canal  Company,  "  That  any  rates  which  have 
been  established  for  such  freight,  were  established  by  the 
initial  road  without  its  knowledge  and  consent,  and  it  is 
willing  to  accept  any  rates  for  such  freight  that  may  be  adop- 
ted and  established  by  the  other  roads  in  interest."  In  the 
original  printed  argument  filed  February  24,  1890,  by  coun- 
sel for  the  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Company,  it  is  only  con- 
tended that  "  the  present  rates  charged,  dsid^  from  the  addi- 
tional  rate  charged  on  the  package,  are  just  and  reasonable." 
Referring  to  the  testimony  on  this  question,  the  counsel  says^ 
"  that  there  is  a  consensus  of  opinion  of  the  experts  placed 
upon  the  stand,  that  the  present  rates  independent  of  the  ques^ 
tion  of  charge  for  the  barrel  package,  are  just  and  reasonable** 
and  "  that  complainants'  as  well  as  defendants^  witnesses  agree 
upon  this  point."  This  statement  is  correct  as  to  at  least  two 
of  complainants'  leading  witnesses,  namely,  A.  D.  Deming, 
President  of  the  Independent  Refiners'  Association  of  Oil 
City  ''one  of  the  complainants),  and  Louis  L.  Walt,  of  the 
Penn  Refining  Company.  They  stated  in  substance,  that  if 
the  rates  had  remained  as  they  were  before  the  charge  for  the 
barrel  package  they  would  have  been  satisfactory  and  no 
complaint  would  have  been  made. 

The  52  cents  per  barrel  rate  to  New  York  points  had  been 
in  force  for  a  considerable  period  before  the  additional  chaise 
for  the  barrel  package  was  instituted  and  no  complaint  is 
shown  to  have  been  made.  Under  this  rate  the  complain- 
ants state  they  maintained  and  increased  their  business.  The 
l^rior  materially  lower  rates  to  New  York  points  appear  to 
have  been  the  result  of  competition  between  two  pipe  lines 
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and  the  railroads.  The  rates  per  ton  per  mile  nnder  present 
rates,  exclnsiye  of  the  charge  for  barrel  package,  are  not  in 
excess  of  the  reported  average  receipts  per  ton  per  mile  on 
about  twelve  out  of  fifteen  of  the  roads  inyolved  in  these 
cases  and  interested  in  the  question  under  consideration; 
they  are  much  less  than  snch  average  receipts  on  nine  of 
them;  and  are  less  than  the  estimated  cost  of  carrying  a 
ton  of  general  freight  a  mile  on  fonr  of  them.  (See  table, 
page  447.)  While  this  rate  is  fully  as  high  as  it  shonld  be  in 
view  of  the  nature  of  the  traffic  and  the  conditions  surround- 
ing it  and  might  possibly  be  made  less  without  depriving  the 
carriers  of  a  fair  remuneration  for  their  service,  we  do  not 
feel  authorized  under  all  the  facts  and  circumstances  dis'* 
closed  by  the  record  and  evidence  in  these  cases,  to  order  a 
reduction  in  addition  to  the  exclusion  of  the  charge  for  the 
barrel  package,  and  our  conclusion  is  that  the  rate  to  New 
York  points  should  be  not  more  than  16^  cents  per  hundred 
pounds,  both  in  tank  and  barrel  shipments,  to  be  charged  in 
both  cases  only  for  the  weight  or  quantity  of  Oil  carried, 
exclusive  of  any  charge  for  the  package. 

in. 

The  reasonableness  of  the  oil  rate  from  Oil  Gity  and  Titus- 
ville  to  Boston  and  Boston  points  remains  to  be  inquired 
into  and  iu  that  connection  the  charge  made  by  complainants 
agaiust  the  roads  forming  lines  between  said  points,  that 
said  rate  is  ''disproportionate  as  compared  with  the  rates  for 
the  like  service  on  the  like  traffic  under  substantially  similar 
circumstances  and  conditions  from  Oil  City  and  Titusville  to 
New  York  and  New  York  points."  The  roads  involved  in  this 
charge  allege  that  the  differential  rates  demanded  and  col- 
lected on  the  oil  traffic  to  Boston  and  Boston  points  are  just 
and  reasonable,  and  in  due  proportion  to  those  to  New  York 
and  New  York  points.  The  present  rates  to  Boston  of  94 
cents  per  barrel  on  barrel  shipments  and  74  cents  per  banel 
on  tank  shipments  were,  as  before  stated,  estimated  to  amount 
to  23^  cents  per  hundred  pounds  of  oil  transported.  The  74 
cent  rate  on  tank  shipments,  which  is  on  the  oil  alone,  is  22 
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cents  in  excess  of  the  52  cent  rate  to  New  York  points.     It 
will  be  observed  that  in  the  table  heretofore  given   of  the 
existing  rates,  the  rate  to  New  York  city  was  when  these  com- 
plaints were  filed  18^  cents  per  hundred  pounds  of  oil,  being 
2  cents  more  than  that  to  New  York  harbor  points.    The  rate 
now  by  the  West  Shore  line  (it  has  been  discontinued  by  the 
others),  is  W^  cents  per  hundred  pounds,  or  3  cents  more 
than  the  New  York  harbor  rate.     This  diflference  is  made  on 
account  of  the  lighterage  paid  by  the  roads  where  the  ship- 
ment is  to  New  York  city.   The  rate  of  19^  cents  per  hundred 
pounds  of  oil  according  to  the  estimated  weight  of  the  con- 
tents of  a  barrel  amounted  to  about  61^  cents  per  ban^el. 
The  rate  to  Boston,  then,  of  74  cents  per  barrel  of  oil  is  12J 
cents  more  than  the  rate  to  New  York  city,  and,  as  above 
shown,  22  cents  more  than  the   rate  to   New  York   harbor 
points.     The  charge  for  the  barrel  package  being  held  to  be 
unlawful,  our  inquiiy  will  relate  to  the  rate  of  23^  cents  per 
hundred  pounds,  (estimated  to  be  74  cents  per  barrel  on  the 
contentis  of  the  barrel)  common  to  both  barrel  and  tank  ship- 
ments  to  Boston.     This  23 J^  cent  rate  per  100  pounds  is  7 
cents  more  than  the  New  York  harbor  rate  of  16J  cents  per 
100  pounds.     The  difference  between  the  barrel  rate  includ- 
ing the  charge  for  the  package  to  Boston  and  that  rate  to 
New  York  harbor  points  is  28  cents,  which  is  greater  than 
the  difference  in  the  rates  between  said  points  on  the  con- 
tents of  the  barrel — the  latter  difference  being,  as  appears 
above,  22  cents.     Th^  cojnjdamt  aiid  viost  of  the  testimony  on 
the  subject  relate  to  the  rates  Includ nig  theharrel package  charge 
and  the  dlspa7uty  between  those  rates.     It  will  also  be  noted 
that  the  74  cent  rate  to  Boston  is  4  cents  less  than  the  rate 
(78  cents  per  barrel)  which  had  been  in  force  about  a  year 
prior  to  the  institution  of  the  charge  for  the  package  in  bar- 
rel shipments.     As  before  stated,  about  March,  1883,  a  net 
rate  of  75  cents  was  adoj^ted,  the  rate  being  80  cents,  less  a 
reduction  of  5  cents  for  cartage,  and  from  sometime  in  1884 
to  July,  1885,  there  was  a  net  **  export  rate  "  of  54  cents, 
which  was  the  result  of  a  rebate  of  2(5  cents  from  the  full  rate 
of  80  cents.     With  the  exception  of  this  "  export  rate,"  the 
regular  tariff  rate   from  March,  1883,    to  the   present   time 
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appears  to  have  been  greater  than  the  74  cent  rate  (estimated 
23^  cts.  per  cwt.)  now  in  force  on  the  barrel  in  tank  ship- 
ments, the  rate  per  ton  per  mile  under  this  through  rate  is 
from  6.3  to  7.3  mills  by  the  different  routes  given  in  the  table 
supra. 

This  rate  per  ton  per  mile  is  not  only  less  than  the  average 
receipts  per  ton  per  mile  but  also  than  the  estimated  cast  of 
carrying  a  ton  a  mile  on  the  following  roads  running  to  Boston 
and  to  Boston  or  New  England  points  as  reported  by  said 
roads  and  shown  below : 

Average  receipts  Estimated  cost  of 

per  ton  per  mile.  carrying  a  ton  a  mile. 

Roads.  1888.        1889.       1890.  1888.      1889.     1890. 

Cts.         Cts.         Cts.  Cts.       CtB.      CtB. 

Boston*  Albany  R.R.  1.099  1.030  1.106    .819  .753    .791 

Boston  &  Maine  R.  R.  .2.130  1.883  1.706  1.331  1.207  1.090 

FitchburgR.  R 1.116  1.016  .996    .840  .777    .788 

New  York  &  New  Eng- 
land R.  R. 1.192  1.344  1.220  1.164  .932    .829 

The  cost  of  transportation  on  the  roads  running  to  Boston 
and  Boston  points  appears  to  be  greater  than  that  on  roads  to 
New  York  and  New  York  points.  The  distance  by  shortest 
route  from  Oil  City  and  Titusville  to  Boston  is  over  a  hun- 
dred miles  greater  than  to  New  York  and  New  York  points 
and  is  still  greater  through  Boston  to  Boston  points.  It  is 
claimed  that  the  volume  of  traffic  to  New  York  is  very  much 
larger  than  to  Boston.  There  is  also  a  terminal  expense  at 
Boston  of  about  1  cent  per  hundred  pounds  included  in  the 
Boston  rate,  which  is  not  the  case  with  the  rate  (52  cents)  to 
New  York  harbor  points.  Moreover,  the  roads  to  New  York 
harbor  are  in  competition  as  to  the  oil  traffic  with  the  pipe 
lines.  The  evidence  tends  to  show  that  the  cost  of  transporta- 
tion by  pipe  line  is  very  much  less  than  that  by  rail. 

In  the  case  of  the  Boston  Chamber  of  Commerce  v.  Lake 
Shore  &  M.  S.  R.  Co.  1 1.  C.  C.  Rep.  436, 1  Inters.  Com.  Bep.  764, 
the  Commission  says:  "The  contention  of  petitionerg  for 
equaUty  of  rates  with  New  York  is  not  supported  by  equality 
of  distance,  of  cost  of  service,  or  by  other  considerationB, 
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such  as  volume  of  business,  competition  of  rail  and  water 
ways,  ocean  service,  terminal  facilities  and  storage  capacity — 
all  elements  of  more  or  less  importance  in  the  determination 
of  rates,  and  some  of  them  of  controlling  influence."  The 
conclusion  in  that  case  was  that  the  Boston  Chamber  of 
Commerce  had  not,  "upon  any  legitimate  grounds  of  rate 
making,  maintained  their  application  for  equality  of  rates 
with  New  York  for  east-bound  local  shipments  to  Boston." 
In  the  recent  case  of  Toledo  Produce  Exchange  v.  Lake  Shore 
&  M.  S.  R.  Co.,  5  I.  C.  C.  liep.  166,  3  Inters.  Com.  Bep.  830, 
the  propriety  of  higher  rates  to  Boston  than  to  New  York 
from  Chicago  and  other  western  points  was  maintained,  but 
the  methods  pursued  by  the  carriers  in  ascertaining  the 
amount  of  the  diflference — that  is,  by  a  fioaed  arbitrary  added 
to  the  New  York  rate — was  condemned,  and  it  was  held  that 
"the  arbitrary  differential  between  New  York  and  Boston 
should  be  abandoned  and  the  differential  should  be  adjusted 
upon  the  basis  of  per  centage."  The  principal  fact  upon 
which  this  decision  rests  is,  that  the  rate  from  Chicago  to 
New  York  ie  taken  as  the  basis  for  rates  to  Boston  and  other 
points.  The  system  of  making  the  rates  to  Boston  and  such 
other  points  by  adding  an  arbitrary  to  the  New  York  rate, 
which  arbitrary  remained  the  same  notwithstanding  changes 
or  fluctuations  in  the  New  York  rate,  was  held  to  be  wrong 
in  principle  and  calculated  to  work  injustice.  For  example, 
the  Commission  say,  "  By  the  use  of  an  arbitrary  sum  there  is 
no  proper  proportion  maintained,  if  the  New  York  rate  chan- 
ges :  thus,  if  the  grain  rate  to  New  York  were  fifty  cents  the 
present  arbitrary  would  make  the  Boston  rate  ten  per  cent. 
greater ;  and  if  the  New  York  rate  should  be  fifteen  cents,  the 
use  of  the  present  arbitrary  would  make  the  Boston  rate  33 
per  cent,  greater."  In  the  matter  now  under  consideration 
of  the  oil  rates  from  Titusville  and  Oil  City  to  New  York 
and  Boston,  respectively,  it  does  not  appear  that  the  former 
is  the  basis  of  thc^  latter  or  that  the  difference  between  the 
two  rates  is  an  arbitrary  fixed  differential.  As  will  be  seen 
from  the  tables  of  rates  heretofore  given,  the  difference  be- 
tween the  oil  rates  to  New  York  and  Boston  has  varied  from 
time  to  time  and  the  difforonco  on  the  contents  of  the  ban-el 
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is  less  now  by  four  cents  than  it  was  prior  to  the  adoption  of 
the  charge  for  the  barrel  package. 

Oil  is  not  classified  but  has  a  special  commodity  rate.  The 
circumstances  and  conditions  attending  its  transportation 
from  the  Western  Pennsylyania  oil  regions  to  New  York  and 
New  York  harbor  are,  as  we  have  shown,  materially  variant 
from  those  which  affect  that  transportation  to  Boston  and 
New  England  points,  and  particrdarly,  in  the  matter  of  pipe 
line  competition.  In  yiew  of  all  the  foregoing  foots  bearing 
on  this  question,  and  the  matters  hereinafter  discussed,  which 
are  not  subject  to  regulation  by  this  Commission,  and  which, 
independent  of  the  rates  in  question,  place  the  refiners  at  Oil 
City  and  Titusville  at  a  disadvantage  as  to  the  New  England 
trade  with  the  seaboard  refiners  at  New  York  harbor,  we  are 
not  prepared  to  hold  that  New  York  and  Boston  rates  on  the 
contents  of  the  barrel  (to  which  our .  inquiry  is  now  limited) 
are  unjustly  discriminative  or  relatively  ureasonable  as 
between  those  cities.  We  are  also  of  the  opinion  that  it  has 
not  been  made  to  appear  that  a  Boston  rate  of  28}^  cents  per 
hundred  weight  of  oil  transported,  common  to  barrel  and 
tank  shipments  and  exclusive  in  both  cases  of  any  charge  for 
the  package,  is  in  itself  unjust  or  unreasonable.  As  before 
shown,  this  rate  is  less  than  the  rate  previously  in  force 
and  against  which  no  complaint  appears  to  have  been  made. 
The  present  complaint  it  is  to  be  noted,  is  against  the  rates 
with  the  harrel  package  charge  included. 

The  Western  New  York  &  Pennsylvania  Bailroad  Company 
issued  a  tariff  sheet,  dated  April  27, 1888,  giving  Boston  ratcfi 
on  east-bound  shipments  from  Oil  City  and  Titusville  in  car- 
loads to  about  one  hundred  and  forty  points  reached  by  the 
Boston  k  Main  system,  including  Manchester  N.  H.,  Salem, 
Mass.  and  Portland,  Me.  These  through  rates  were  abrogated 
by  order  dated  October  25,  1888,  taking  effect  Nov.  6, 1888, 
and  since  that  time  through  rates  have  been  made  by  the 
W^estern  New  York  &  Pennsylvania  line  only  to  its  points  of 
junction  with  the  Boston  k  Maine  road,  from  which  junction 
points  the  local  rates  are  charged  to  points  of  destination. 
The  reason  assigned  for  the  withdrawal  of  the  through  rates 
to  those  points,  is,  that  the  proportion  of  the  through  rate 
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demanded  by  the  BostoD  &  Maine  road  was  so  great  that  the 
other  roads  could  not  afiford  to  maintain  it.  Only  four  or 
five  days  notice  to  shippers  and  the  public  of  the  abrogation 
of  the  rates  was  given.  The  notice  is  dated  over  10  days 
before  it  was  to  become  effective,  and  the  General  Freight 
Agent  of  the  Western  New  York  &  Pennsylvania  R.  B. 
Co.  testified  that  the  10  days'  notice  required  by  law  would 
have  been  given  but  for  the  failure  of  the  clerk  to  whom 
the  matter  was  intrusted  to  follow  instructions,  and  that  the 
road  oflered  to  refiners  to  protect  any  shipments  made  by 
them  under  the  canceled  rates  prior  to  the  time  when  the  reg- 
ular ten  days'  notice  would  have  expired.  There  is  no  other 
evidence  on  this  point,  and  it  does  not  appear  that  the  failure 
to  give  the  notice  the  required  time  was  joillful,  or  that  in 
consequence  thereof  any  injury  has  been  sustained  by  any 
shipper  or  other  j^erson.  Railroad  Commission  of  Flor- 
ida V.  Savannah,  F.  &  W.  R.  Co.,  5  I.  C.  C.  itep.  13,  3  Inters. 
Com.  Rep.  688.  The  complainants  in  their  printed  brief 
request  this  Commission  to  order  a  restoration  of  the  through 
rates  abrogated  as  above  stated.  Joint  through  rates  are 
matters  of  contract  or  agreement  among  carriers  engaged  in 
interstate  commerce,  and  this  Commission  has  no  power 
under  the  statute  to  compel  them  to  enter  into  an  arrange- 
ment for  such  through  rates.  Capehart  v.  Louisville  &  N.  R. 
Co.,  4.  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  265,  3  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  278 ;  Little  Rock 
&  M.  R.  Co.  i\  East  Teunesse  &  G.  It.  Co.,  3  I.  C.  C.  Rep,  1, 
2  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  454. 

The  evidence  tends  strongly  to  show  that  the  Standard  Oil 
Company  and  its  allies  own  or  control  the  pipe  Hue  system  to 
Now  York  harbor  points.  Whether  or  not  they  pay  the  reg- 
ular rates  does  not  app(iar.  If  they  own  the  pipe  line  the 
payment  of  freight  charges  would  be  merely  going  through 
the  process  of  "taking  money  out  of  one  pocket  and  putting 
it  in  another;"  if  they  control  them,  they  can,  and  probably 
xlo,  tlictate  terms  as  to  rates.  Whether  or  not  they  own  the 
facilities  at  the  seaboard  for  transshipment  of  tank  oil  to  bulk 
steamers  or  vessels,  they  have  a  monopoly  of  those  facilities 
to  the  exclusion  of  complainants.  The  crude  oil  is  run  by 
them  through  the  pipe  lines  to  the  seaboard  and  there  refined. 
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They  then  ship  it  by  sea  (a  cheap  mode  of  transportation)  to 
points  along  the  New  England  coast  where  reservoirs  are  pre- 
pared for  its  reception.  From  these  receiving  stations  the  oil 
is  carried  to  interior  New  England  points.  By  reason  of 
their  superior  facilities  great  advantage  in  the  way  of  cheap 
transportation,  together  with  the  abrogation  of  the  through 
rates  on  the  Boston  &  Maine  Railroad  system,  these  refin- 
ers at  the  seaboard  near  New  York  are,  as  competitora 
of  complainants,  enabled  to  undersell  them  at  New  Eng- 
land points.  The  complainants  being  for  the  most  parfc 
barrel  shippers,  the  charge  for  the  barrel  package  has  also^ 
contributed  to  this  result.  The  facilities  for  transship- 
ment at  the  seaboard  do  not  appear  to  he  furnished  by,  or  to 
be  under  the  control  of  the  railroads.  It  cannot  be  affirmed 
with  any  degree  of  certainty  that  the  disadvantageous  posi- 
tion of  complainants  with  reference  to  the  New  England  trade 
is  attributable  to  rates,  the  regulation  of  which  is  within  the 
control  of  this  Commission  under  the  Act  to  regulate  com* 
merce. 

The  fact  that  the  52  cent  rate  to  New  York  harbor  pointB 
was  the  result  of  the  contract  between  the  Pennsylvania 
B.  B.  Company  and  the  National  Transit  Company  even 
though  the  latter  Company  be  an  ally  of,  or  owned  and  con- 
trolled by,  the  Standard  Oil  Company,  will  not  invalidate  that 
rate,  if  it  be  in  itself  just  and  reasonable.  It  is  contended  by 
complainants  that  this  contract  is  in  violation  of  section  6  of 
the  Act  to  regulate  commerce,  which  relates  to  pooling  of 
freights  and  division  of  earnings  by  common  carriers  subject 
to  the  provisions  of  the  Act.  That  section  provides,  "That  it 
shall  be  unlawful  for  any  common  carrier  subject  to  the  pro- 
visions of  this  Act  to  enter  into  any  contract,  agreement,  or 
combination  with  any  other  common  carrier  or  carriers  for 
the  pooling  of  freights  of  different  and  competing  railroads, 
or  to  divide  between  them  the  i^gregate  or  net  proceeds  of 
the  earnings  of  s^ich  railroads,  or  any  portion  thereof.**  The 
contracts,  agreements  or  combinations  forbidden  are  those 
''  for  the  pooling  of  freights  of  different  and  competing  tvnZ- 
rouds,''  or  for  the  division  of  the  earnings  "of  such  railroadsJ* 
The  contract  under  consideration  is  not  one  for  the  pooling  of 
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freights  of  dififerent  railroads,  or  for  a  division  of  the  earnings 
of  different  railroads,  but  for  a  division  of  traffic  between  a 
railroad  and  a  pipe  line.  A  railroad  is  not  interdicted  from 
pooling  with  a  competing  pipe  line.  This  contract,  therefore, 
does  not  fall  within  the  description  of  contracts  forbidden  in 
tbe  Act.  On  this  ground  the  Commission  has  in  the  matter 
of  Express  Companies  expressed  the  opinion  that  such  com- 
panies when  in  competition  might  pool  their  earnings  with- 
out being  guilty  of  a  violation  of  the  law.  Re  Express  Com- 
panies, 1 1.  C.  C.  Kep.  368,  1  Inters  Com.  Bep.  677.  Although 
transpoi-tation  by  express  companies  and  pipe  lines  should 
doubtless  be  made  subject  to  the  provisions  of  the  Act  to  reg- 
ulate commerce,  the  failure  to  make  them  so  can  be  remedied 
only  by  Congress. 

When  a  motion  was  made  by  complainants'  counsel  for  the 
production  of  the  contract  between  the  Pennsylvania  R. 
R.  Company  and  the  National  Transit  Company,  it  was 
resisted  by  counsel  for  the  Pennsylvania  Company  on  the 
ground,  among  others,  that  it  might  furnish  evidence  which 
would  tend  to  criminate  that  company.  The  Commission 
denied  the  motion  for  the  reason  that  if  put  in  evidence  the 
contract  would  be  material  only  for  the  purpose  of  throwing 
light  on  the  question  of  the  reasonableness  of  the  rates  com- 
plained of  and  the  facts  which  the  complainants  alleged  would 
be  shown  bv  the  contract  had  been  admitted  in  the  answer  of 
the  defendant  and  therefore  the  production  of  the  contract 
itself  was  unnecessary.  In  this  connection,  however,  it  was 
said  that  it  was  **  within  the  power  of  the  parties  holding  this 
contract  to  remove  by  its  production  any  proper  legal  infer- 
ence that  might  bo  drawn  from  the  facts  that  are  admitted 
and  that  if  not  produced  they  are  probably  prepared  to  accept 
whatever  legal  consequences  may  follow  from  a  refusal  to 
produce."  It  is  difficult  to  conceive  of  any  legitimate  infer- 
ence consistent  with  absolute  fair  dealing  to  be  drawn  from 
the  refusal  to  produce  the  contract,  and,  particularly,  when 
one  of  the  grounds  of  the  refusal  is  that  above  stated.  The  pre- 
cise date  of  this  contract  is  not  shown  but  it  appears  to  have 
been  made  in  the  first  part  of  1885.  About  August  18,  1888, 
the  advance  to  20  cents  per  barrel  of  the  premium  on  oil 
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used  by  oomplainants  took  place ;  a  litUe  oyer  two  weeks, 
thereafter,  on  September  3,  I8889  the  charge  for  the  barrel 
package  in  barrel  shipments  was  adopted;  and  on  October 
25,  1888,  the  through  rates  to  points  on  the  Boston  &  Maine 
Bailroad  system  were  abrc^ated.  These  three  events,  occur- 
ring within  a  period  of  two  months  and  a  week,  all  prejudi- 
cial to  the  complainants  as  refiners  at  QU  City  and  Titusyilley. 
and  advantageous  to  those  at  the  seaboard  in  the  yicinity  of 
New  York,  lend  color  to,  if  they  do  not  substantiate,  the 
charge  made  by  complainants  of  concert  of  action  between  the 
roads  immediatly  concerned  and  the  seaboard  refiners  for  the 
purpose  of  favoring  and  giving  an  undue  advantage  to  such  sea- 
board  refiners  to  the  disadvanti^e  and  at  the  expense  of  com- 
plainants. The  defendants  are  not  shown,  however,  to  be  in 
any  way  responsible  for  the  advance  in  premium  and  it  doea 
not  appear  to  be  a  matter  subject  to  r^ulation  by  this  Com- 
mission, and,  as  before  stated,  we  have  no  power  to  order  a 
restoration  of  the  abrogated  through  rates. 

By  the  supplements  of  the  Western  New  York  &  Pennsylvania 
B.  B.  Company  to  its  oil  tariffs,  efiective  September  1,  1892,. 
heretofore  mentioned,  not  only  was  the  ^^  wastage  *'  allowance 
in  tank  shipments  discontinued,  but  the  estimated  weight  of 
a  gallon  of  tank  oil  was  raised  from  6.3  fts.  to  6.4  fbs.  Fifty 
gallons  being  the  contents  of  a  barrel,  as  adopted  by  the  roada 
for  transportation  purposes,  the  weight  per  barrel  at  6.3  fbs. 
per  gallon  was  315  3>s.,  and,  at  6.4  B>8.  per  gallon,  it  is  320  fiMk 
— a  difference  of  5  9>s.  The  rates  per  hundred  pounds  are 
unchanged.  At  the  rate  to  Boston  and  Boston  points  of  23^ 
cents  per  hundred  pounds,  the  6  fiys.-increased  weight  would 
amount  to  an  increase  of  rate  on  tank  shipments  of  ll.Tmilla 
per  barrel,  and  at  the  16^  cent  per  hundred  pound  rate,  to 
New  York  harbor  points,  to  8.2  mills.  This  increase  of  rate 
per  barrel  on  tank  shipments  is  inconsiderable  in  eampanaan 
with  the  greater  charges  on  barrel  shipments  (arising  from 
the  charge  for  the  barrel  package)  than  on  tank  shipments  ta 
those  points,  which  are,  respectively,  20  cents  and  14  oents^ 
By  the  Pennsylvania  B.B.  (Gh*een  Line)  the  oil  rate  is  by  bar- 
rel alone  and  not  by  the  hundred  pounds.  The  barrel  rate 
by  that  line  appears  to  have  remained  unchanged.  This  being 


462  INTEliSTATE   COMMERCE   COMMISSION   RETORTS. 

the  case  and  the  number  of  gallons  per  barrel  remaining  the 
aame,  the  increase  of  weight  per  gallon  can  effect  no  change 
of  rates  as  to  that  line.  Where  the  rate  is  by  the  barrel  and  re- 
mains unchanged,  an  actual  increase  of  the  weight  of  the  con- 
tents Avill  effect  a  decrease  of  rate  as  more  oil  will  be  hauled 
for  the  same  price,  but  if  there  is  no  actual  but  only  an  esti- 
mated increase  of  weight  of  contents  there  will  result  no 
change  of  rate,  as  the  same  quantity  will  still  be  hauled  for 
the  same  price.  While  the  weight  of  the  tank  gallon  was  at 
the  commencement  of  these  proceedings  and  until  recently 
(September  1,  1892)  placed  by  the  carriers  at  6.3  fts.,  the 
weight  of  the  barrel  and  contents  in  barrel  shipments  was 
placed  at  400  fcs. — the  contents  in  both  cases  being  50  gal- 
lons. These  weights  of  the  gallon  and  of  the  barrel  and  con- 
tents, are  estimated  weights  and  it  is  shown  in  the  case  of 
Eice  V.  Cincinnati  W.  &  B.  11.  Co.,  5  I.  C.  C.  Eep.  193,  3  In- 
ters. Com.  Rep.  841,  that  they  vary  materially  from  the  actual 
average  weights,  and  result  in  "  a  constant  and  appreciable 
advantage  to  the  shipper  in  tanks.  Tlie  grounds  of  this  rul- 
ing are  clearly  and  forcibly  stated  in  the  opinion  in  that  case 
and  need  not  be  repeated  here.  The  raise  in  the  weight 
of  the  tank  gallon  was  made  since  that  decision  was  ren- 
dered, and,  being  without  a  corresponding  raise  in  the 
weight  of  the  barrel  and  contents  in  barrel  shipments,  was, 
doubtless,  intended  to  do  away  with  the  discrimination  in  this 
respect  against  the  barrel  shipper.  The  order  of  the  Com- 
mission in  that  case  was  that  the  defendants  "base  their 
charges  on  petroleum  and  its  products  upon  the  actual  weight 

of  shipments  whether  in  tanks  or  barrels ;  and  for  all  cases 
where  actual  weights  cannot  be  ascertained  without  great 
inconvenience,"  that  they  **  adopt  and  employ  such  a  rule  or 
method  of  estimating  weights  as  shall  practically  operate  to 
secure  to  the  shipper  in  barrels,  for  the  same  aggregate  sum 
as  may  be  paid  by  the  shipper  in  tanks  in  any  case,  the 
transportation  between  the  same  points  of  an  equal  amount 
of  freight  paid  for."  (This  order,  it  was  declared,  should  not 
"be  understood  as  authorizing  charges  on  barrels  when  tanks 
are  carried  free,  that  question  being  expressly  reserved  for 
further   consideration.")      The   raising    of  the   gallon   tank 
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weight  from  6.3  fts.  to  6.4  fts.,  the  weight  of  barrel  and  con- 
tents being  estimated  at  400  Q>s.  as  before,  is  not  a  compliance 
with  the  order  that  "  charges  on  petroleum  and  its  products 
be  based  upon  actual  weight  whether  in  tanks  or  barrels." 
Whether  the  condition  exists  on  which  the  alternative  require- 
ment of  the  order  is  based,  that  "  actual  weights  cannot  be 
ascertained  without  great  inconvenience,"  and  if  so,  whether 
the  raise  of  the  tank  gallon  weight  to  6.4  Q>s.  meets  that 
requirement,  we  abstain  from  determining  on  the  facts  and 
evidence  now  before  us,  and  these  cases  will  be  held  open  for 
further  developments  and  investigation  in  reference  to  these 
matters.  As  for  the  Pennsylvania  R.  R.  (Green  Line),  as 
we  have  seen,  the  rate  being  by  barrel  alone  both  in  tank  and 
barrel  shipments,  the  increase  in  estimated  weight  of  the  tank 
gallon  effects  no  change  in  the  relative  rates  on  tank  and  bar- 
rel oil. 

The  practice  of  making  arbitrary  reductions  in  computing 
freight  charges  from  the  actual  amount  of  the  commodity 
transported  and  for  which  the  shipper  receives  pay,  as  in  the 
case  of  the  discontinued  "  wastage "  allowance  on  tank  ship- 
ments, and  of  estimating  weights  where  it  is  practicable  to 
ascertain  actual  weights  opens  the  door  for  preferences,  dis- 
criminations and  evasions  of  the  law.  The  material  facts  as 
to  estimated  weights  in  tank  and  barrel  shipments  being  sub- 
stantially the  same  in  the  present  cases  as  in  the  cases  of  Rice 
V,  Cincinnati,  Washington  &  Baltimore  R.  R.  Co.,  the  order 
above  recited,  issued  in  the  latter  case,  is  adopted  in  the  pres- 
ent cases  and  the  defendants  herein  are  directed  to  comply 
therewith. 

It  is  further  ordered,  That  the  defendants'  cease  and  desist 
from  charging  or  collecting  any  rate  or  sum  for  the  transpor- 
tation of  the  barrel  package  on  shipments  of  oil  in  barrels 
over  their  roads  or  lines  from  the  oil  regions  of  Western 
Pennsylvania  to  New  York  and  New  York  harbor  points  or  to 
Boston  and  Boston  points ;  or,  on  reasonable  notice,  promptly 
furnish  tank  cars  to  complainants,  and  others  who  may  apply 
therefor,  for  the  purpose  of  loading  and  shipping  oil  therein 
to  such  New  York  harbor  and  Boston  points  as  the  shippers 
may  direct;  and  that  said  defendants  notify  the  public  accord- 
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ingly  by  publicatioii  in  their  tariffs  of  rates  and  charges,  pur- 
suant to  the  provisions  of  section  6  of  the  Act  to  regulate 
commerce,  and  also  file  copies  of  said  tariffs  with  this  Com- 
mission as  required  by  the  provisions  of  said  section.  It  Ib 
further  ordered  that  the  rate  on  shipments  of  oil  both  in  tanks 
and  in  barrels  over  said  roads  shall  be  the  same  and  said  rate 
from  sakl  oil  regions  to  New  York  points  shall  not  exceed 
1()^  couts  per  hundred  pounds,  and  to  Boston  and  Boston 
points  shall  not  exceed  23^  cents  per  hundred  pounds ;  and 
the  defendants  are  required  to  refund  to  tho  several  parties 
legally  entitled  thereto,  within  60  days  after  notice  of  this 
decision  and  demand  thereof  by  such  parties,  all  sums 
received  by  tliem  for  transportation  over  their  roads  of  the 
barrel  package  on  shipments  of  oil  in  barrels,  when  the  use 
of  the  tank  cars  has  not  been  open  to  shippers  impartially, 
and  the  shipper  claiming  reparation  has  been  thereby  de- 
prived of  their  use. 

Inasmuch  a«  the  amounts  wrongfully  received  from  the 
complainants  respectively  cannot  be  ascertained  from  the 
evidence  already  taken,  the  proceedings  will  be  continued 
for  such  further  action  or  inquiry  in  that  behalf  as  may 
become  necessary. 

We  desire  to  supplement  our  conclusions  m  this  case  with 
the  following  remarks : 

In  tlie  cases  at  bar  the  principal  cause  of  alleged  unlawful 
discrimination  is  the  charge  for  the  barrel,  and  our  attention 
lias  been  particularly  directed  to  that  feature  of  the  trans^ 
poiiation.  In  order  to  guard  against  misapprehension  the 
Commission  wishes  to  say  that  these  cases  are  decided  purely 
upon  the  facts  as  set  forth  and  the  situation  as  delineated  in 
the  record  and  by  the  evidence.  It  is  not  intended  to  hold, 
nor  should  thijs  report  be  construed  to  hold,  that,  aside  from 
other  controlUng  circumstances,  the  carrier  in  hauling  pack- 
ages is  not  entitled  to  pay  according  to  the  weight  thereof. 
It  is  simply  held  that  on  account  of  the  peculiar  circumstan- 
ces in  these  cases  to  charge  for  the  weight  of  the  barrel  places 
barrel  shippers  at  a  disadvantage  as  against  tank  shippers, 
and  the  practice  in  these  cases,  while  the  circumstances  and 
coditions  remain  unchanged,  should  be  condemned. 
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It  was  stated  in  the  Bice  cases,  5  I.  C.  C.  Bep.  193,  3  Inters. 
Com.  Bep.  841,  that 

"  Whether  the  advantages  which  the  tank  shipper  apparently  enjoys  are 
a  mere  incident  of  his  business,  for  wliioh  the  carrier  should  not  be  held 
responsible,  or  whether  these  benefits  result  from  discriminating  usages 
adopted  by  the  railroads,  and  their  fUlure  to  supply  all  customers  with  a 
special  vehicle  suited  to  the  demands  oi  a  special  traffic,  must  be,  In 
any  particular  case,  a  most  perplexing  inquiry.  To  require  the  barrels  In 
which  this  article  is  shipped  to  be  carried  i^vithout  ezp<inse  is  contrary  to 
the  general  and  lawful  custom  which  includes  the  package  in  the  freight  to 
be  paid  for ;  yet,  in  certain  situations  and  under  certain  drcumstanoes, 
there  may  be  no  other  remedy  for  actual  injustice,  and  no  other  efllectual 
means  by  which  the  carrier  can  render  equal  and  impartial  service  to  evaiy 
patron. 

' '  We  have  already  taken  occasion  to  point  out  the  only  instance  in  which 
this  precise  claim  has  been  heretofore  made  or  allowed,  and  in  doing  so 
have  sought  to  emphasize  the  proposition  that  rulings  based  upon  special 
facts  and  local  conditions  are  not  to  be  regarded  as  formulated  precepts  for 
general  observance." 

These  Bice  cases  cover  the  greater  portion  of  the  conntry, 
and  the  conditions  of  transportation  and  of  commerce  vary 
greatly  in  the  different  sections  affected  by  the  controversieB; 
but  the  cases  now  under  consideration  relate  to  the  transpor- 
tation of  oil  from  refineries  to  the  seaboard,  and  through  a 
comparatively  small  territory  in  which  the  Commission  has 
been  investigating  cases  involving  oil  transportation  for  a 
number  of  years.  Upon  the  facts  herein  we  are  forced  to 
the  conclusion  that  the  only  practical  remedy  for  the  unjust 
discrimination  now  existing  is  to  give  defendants  the  alter- 
native of  abolishing  the  chaise  for  the  barrel,  and  in  bo 
doing  we  are  only  permitting  them  to  return  to  a  practice 
which  they  followed  during  a  long  period,  which  they  only 
discontinued  under  a  mistaken  construction  of  our  original 
Bice  decision,  and  which  they  now  seek  to  justify  on  wholly 
different  grounds. 
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IN  THE  MATTER  OF  ALLEGED  UNLAWFUL  CHAB- 
GES  FOR  THE  TRANSPORTATION  OF  COAL  BY 
THE  LOUISVILLE  &  NASHVILLE  RAILROAD 
COMPANY. 


Order  served  July  16,  1891.— Answer  filed,  August  14,  1891. — Depositioiis 
filed,  Docembor  21,  1891.— Hearing  had  March  80,  1892.— Briefs  filed 
April  12  to  16,  1892.— Decided  November  17,  1892. 


Upon  investigation  had  in  a  proceeding  instituted  by  the  Commiselon  on 
its  own  motion,  it  appeared  that  the  respondent  had  in  force  over  Its 
line  to  Nashville  a  special  rate  on  coal  when  used  for  manufacturing 
purposes  by  persons  named  upon  the  manufacturers*  lists  prepared  by  the 
railroad  company.  Tliese  lists  were  furnished  to  dealers  who,  on  selling 
coal  to  such  manufacturers,  issued  certificates  which  entitled  them  to 
obtain  a  refund  from  the  railroad  company  amounting  to  the  difference 
between  the  regular  and  special  rates.  Pending  investigation  the  res- 
pondent discontinued  the  '*  manufacturers'  rate,"  and  put  in  force  a 
new  coal  tariff  to  Nashville  whereljy  coal,  '*run  of  mines,  nut  and 
slack,"  is  giv«'n  the  rate  of  ^1.00  per  ton  the  year  round,  and  "screened" 
coal  a  rate  of  >^\Ao  per  ton,  April  to  September,  and  for  the  remain- 
der of  the  year  a  rate  of  ^1.40  per  ton.  The  rate  from  the  same  mines 
to  Mem|)his,  a  point  affected  by  water  competition  for  coal  traffic,  is 
$1.40  per  ton  on  all  coal  the  year  round,  and  respondent  buys  coal  at 
the  mines  and  sells  it  in  the  IMemphis  market.    Held^ 

1.  That  the  practice  abandoned  by  the  respondent  common  carrier  of  arbi- 

trarily determining  what  persons  should  receive  the  so-called  **  manu- 
facturoi*s'  rate  "  was  a  cli>ar  violation  of  the  Act  to  regulate  commerce. 

2.  That  the  rate  of  .*1.00  per  ton  charged  by  respondent  upon  coal,  **  run  of 

mines,  nutaiid  slack,"  is  not  unreascmably  low,  nor  disproportionate  to 
thorate  of  $1.40  per  ton  to  Memphis;  neither,  in  view  of  circumstan- 
ces affe(»ting  coal  traffic  at  Memphis,  is  a  rate  of  $1.15  on  screened  coal 
to  Nashville  relatively  unreasonable  as  compared  with  the  Memphis 
rate,  but  so  long  as  the  M<>mphis  rate  does  not  exceed  $1.40,  rates  on 
said  kinds  of  coal  from  the  mines  to  Nashville  should  not  during  any 
portion  of  the  year  exceed  AI.OO  or  $1.15,  respectively,  and  any  reduc- 
tion in  the  Memphis  rate  should  be  accompanied  by  proportionate 
reductions  in  rates  on  stiid  di IT* 'rent  kinds  of  coal  to  Nashville. 

Ed.  Baxter,  For  L.  k  N.  R.  R.  Co. 

J.  I\  BmiJfordy  for  United  Electric  Railway. 

George  11 ,  Ann^tend,  for  Nashville  Comiuercial  Club, 
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BEPOBT  AND  OPINION  OF  THE  COMMISSION. 

McDiLL,  Cainmissioner : 

9 

This  proceeding  had  its  incepidon  in  a  letter  addressed  by 
the  United  States  District  Attorney  for  the  Middle  District  of 
Tennessee,  to  the  Attorney  General  of  the  United  States,  which 
letter  was  referred  by  the  Attorney  Gteneral  to  the  Interstate 
Commerce  Commission  for  its  attention.  The  Commission, 
shortly  after  receiving  this  letter,  issned  a  notice  and  order, 
reciting  that  informal  complaints  had  been  made  against 
the  Lonisyille  &  Nashville  Railroad  Company,  of  nnjnst  and 
unreasonable  discrimination  in  charges  for  the  transportation 
of  coal,  as  follows :  First,  from  different  points  of  prodnctiony ' 
to  Nashville,  Tenn.,  as  compared  with  the  charges  made  for 
the  transportation  of  the  same  commodity  from  the  same  place 
to  Memphis,  Tenn.,  and  particularly  that  the  rates  from  Earl- 
ington,  Ky.,  to  NashviUe,  were  unjustly  discriminating  as 
compared  with  the  rates  from  the  same  place  to  Memphis. 

Second,  that  unjust  discrimination  was  effected  by  the  said 
company  through  the  medium  of  rebates,  between  its  various 
patrons  in  the  city  of  Nashville,  consisting  particularly  in 
this,  that  said  railroad  company  allowed  such  rebates  to  some 
manufacturers  and  to  persons  engaged  in  running  steamboats 
which  were  not  allowed  to  the  Electric  Street  Railroad  Com- 
pany of  Nashville,  and  to  other  patrons  of  the  Louisville  A 
Nashville  Railroad. 

The  notice  further  recited  that  the  Interstate  Commerce 
Commission  had  decided,  on  its  own  motion,  to  investigate 
these  complaints,  and  it  was  thereupon  ordered  that  the  Lou- 
isville &  Nashville  Railroad  Company  answer  the  complaints 
above  specified,  and  particularly  state : 

"  First,  what  rates  does  it  now  charge,  and  what  rates  had 
it  charged  during  the  twelve  months  last  past,  for  the  trans- 
portation of  coal  from  Earlington  and  other  mines  in  the 
state  of  Kentucky,  Jellico  and  other  mines  in  the  state  of 
Tennessee,  to  Nashville  and  Memphis  in  the  state  of  Ten- 
nessee. * 

*^  Under  what  circumstances,  if  any,  and  for  what  xeasons. 
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does  the  Louisville  &  Nashville  Bailroad  Company  pay 
rebates  to  any  person  or  persons  at  Nashville  or  Memphis 
aforesaid,  on  account  of  shipments  of  coal  from  any  of  the 
Kentucky  and  Tennessee  mines,  to  this  city;  and  if  any 
rebates  have  been  paid  on  that  account  during  the  twelve 
months  last  past,  when,  to  whom,  and  in  what  amounts.'* 

To  this  notice  and  formulation  of  complaints  a  paper  in 
the  nature  of  an  answer,  was  filed  by  S.  B.  Knott,  Traffic  Man- 
ager of  the  Louisville  &  Nashville  Bailroad  Company  dated 
August  1, 1891.  In  this  paper  it  is  admitted  that  the  rates 
which  that  company  was  then  charging,  and  had  for  the  last 
twelve  months  charged,  for  transportation  from  the  coal  dis- 
tricts on  the  Owensboro  Division  and  the  Henderson  Divis- 
ion of  the  Louisville  &  Nashville  Bailroad  Company,  were 
from  April  1st  to  July  1st,  one  dollar  per  ton;  and  then  an 
increase  of  ten  cents  per  ton  during  each  month,  (commenc- 
ing with  July)  until  November  1st,  when  the  rates  per  ton 
reached  a  dollar  and  a  half,  at  which  figure  they  remained 
until  April  1st,  following. 

From  the  mines  on  the  Knoxville  Division,  embracing  Jel- 
lico,  the  rates  were  all  the  time  ninety  cents  higher  than  those 
above  mentioned. 

But  the  above  rates  were  the  general  tariflf  rates ;  and  it 
was  admitted  and  explained  by  Mr.  Knott  that  on  manufac- 
turers* coal,  so  called,  from  the  Henderson  and  Owensboro 
divisions,  the  rate  the  year  round,  was  five  cents  a  hundred, 
or  a  dollar  per  ton.  The  rates  to  Memphis  from  points  on 
the  Henderson  and  Owensboro  divisions,  Mr.  Knott  stated 
to  be  one  dollar  and  twenty  cents  per  ton ;  from  the  Knox- 
ville Division  to  Memphis,  they  were,  as  stated  by  him,  two 
dollars  and  forty  cents  per  ton,  as  of  July  1st,  1890,  and  two 
dollars  and  sixty  cents  per  ton,  as  of  August  7th,  1890.  Mr, 
Knott  also  stated  that  prior  to  June  5th,  1890,  the  rates  from 
mines  on  the  Henderson  and  Owensboro  divisions  to  Mem- 
phis were  one  dollar  and  forty  cents  per  ton  for  a  time,  and 
still  prior  to  that  time  they  were  one  dollar  and  sixty  cents 
per  ton. 

This  answer  also  admits  that  the  average  distance  from  the 
coal  mines  on  the  Henderson  Division  to  Nashville  is  about 
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one  hundred  miles,  Earlington,  the  principal  shipping  point, 
being  one  hundred  and  five  miles  from  Nashville.  The  aver- 
age distance  of  the  same  mines  from  Memphis  is  about  two 
hundred  and  sixty  miles.  On  the  Owensboro  Division  the 
average  distance  of  the.  mines  from  Nashville  is  about  one 
hundred  and  seven  miles,  and  from  Memphis  about  two  hun- 
dred and  fifty  miles.  The  distance  from  Jellico  via  Louis- 
ville &  Nashville  lines  to  Nashville,  is  three  hundred  and 
twenty-five  miles,  and  to  Memphis  five  hundred  and  seven- 
teen miles.  There  are  no  special  rates  given  to  manufacfeor- 
ers,  or  on  manufacturers'  coal  at  Memphis. 

This  answer  sets  up  the  competition  at  Memphis  of  ooal 
brought  by  the  river  &om  Pittsburgh,  in  explanation  of  the 
low  rate  made  by  the  Louisville  &  Nashville  road  on  ooal 
over  its  various  divisions  to  that  city,  and  states  that  the  rate 
of  one  dollar  and  twenty  cents  was  reluctantly  agreed  to  by 
the  lines  hauling  coal  from  Kentucky  to  Memphis,  as  a  mat- 
ter of  necessity,  and  not  as  a  reinunerative  rate,  but  to  aid 
the  operators  to  continue  their  coal  in  that  market  if  prao- 
ticable. 

The  answer  offers  the  following  explanation  of  the  uniform 
one  dollar  per  ton  rate  allowed  on  steam  ooal  from  mines  on 
the  Henderson  Division  and  Owensboro  Division  to  Nash- 
ville. 

''  As  above  shown,  the  L.  &  N.  has  a  rate  on  coal  to  Nash- 
ville from  these  districts,  when  used  for  production  of  steam 
for  manufacturing  purposes,  of  5c.  per  hundred  pounds,  or 
one  dollar  per  ton.  The  L.  &  N.  Co.  pays  no  rebates  to  any 
party  at  Nashville  on  account  of  shipments  of  ooal  from 
any  of  its  mines  in  Kentucky.  It  does,  however,  refund  the 
overcharges  accruing  between  the  rate  on  domestic  coal  effec- 
tive from  time  to  time,  and  the  rate  on  steam  ooal,  when 
such  coal  is  used  for  manufacturing  purposes.  Owing  to  the 
manner  in  which  coal  on  the  Nashville  market  is  handled 
by  the  several  operators,  through  their  agents,  no  other 
method  of  protecting  the  agreed  legal  rates  issued  from  time  to 
time  on  coal,  whether  for  manufacturing  or  other  purposes  haft 
been  considered  as  more  effective  than  the  rules  under  which 
we  are  now  operating.    We  find  that  it  imposes  much  labor 
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r  upon    our  accouiiting  departments  which  -we    woald  nnde 

ordinary  circumstances  gladly  be  rid  of.     At  Nashville  th^ 
I  c(^al  is  largely,  in  fact,  almost  entirely,  consigned  by  the  opei 

ator  to  his  agent  at  that  ])oint.     There  is  no  specific  or  excln 
[  hive  graile  of  coal  used  for  manufacturing  purposes  but  th 

\  several  grades  of  coal  are  used  equally  for  manufacturing  o 

I  oth(?r  ])urposes,  and  frequently,  for  their  own   conyenienci 

I  agents  deliver  ])art  of  a  carload  to  a  domestic  consumer  an< 

a  ])art  of  the  same  carload  to  a  manufacturer.  While  the  rat 
on  dome.vtie  eoal  to  Nashville,  considering  the  value  of  tha 
artic^le  at  tlu;  mines  and  the  price  for  which  it  is  sold  as  noi 
fixiul,  is  beliiived  to  be  entirely  reasonable,  the  railroad  com 
])ani(js  hauling  the  coal  to  Nashville  were  willing  and  anxion 
to  eo-o])ei'ate  with  the  manufacturer  and  the  coal  operator 
in  furnishing  that  market  with  a  good  class  of  steam  coal  fo 
manufacturing  purposes  at  low  prices,  so  long  as  it  could  h 
tlone  without  a  reduction  of  revenues  on  other  traffic  whicl 
the  transportation  lines  were  carrying  at  just  and  reasonabl 
rates.  With  this  object  in  view  and  also  in  view  of  the  cir 
eumstances  under  which  coal  is  shipped  to  Nashville  as  abov< 
mentioned,  the  present  plan  of  making  and  protecting  ratei 
on  coal  for  manufacturing  purposes  has  been  allowed  foi 
s(iveral  years,  and  I  think  to  the  satisfaction  of  all  manufac* 
turers  at  that  point  and  in  no  way  tending  to  increase  the 
price  or  cost  of  fuel  for  any  other  purposes.  It  has  been  an 
advantage  to  the  manufacturers  as  well  as  to  the  producer. 


"The  overcharges  are  settled  on  statements  submitted  by 
the  siiveral  agents  handling  coal  on  the  Nashville  market. 
The  Nashville  manufacturer  who  has  used  the  fuel  makes  a 
certificate  to  that  oflfect." 

The  names  of  a  number  of  parties  who,  as  manufacturers 
have  received  this  advantage  are  set  forth  in  the  answer,  and 
in  Hilerence  to  the  Street  Railroad  Company  it  is  then  stated: 

"  We  have  declined  to  extend  the  manufacturers'  rate  to 
the  United  Electric  Street  Railway  Company  of  Nashville. 
Our  rates  to  that  point  are  well  known.     The  rules  governing 
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the  manufacturers'  rate  and  the  reason  for  such  rate  are 
equally  well  known.  They  have  been  a  matter  of  discussion 
iu  the  public  print  and  before  committees  of  commercial  and 
legislative  bodies. 

*'  We  do  not  extend  this  company  the  benefit  of  the  manu- 
facturers' rate  because  we  do  not  recognize  it  as  a  mannfac- 
turer.  We  do  not  believe  that  the  circumstances  governing 
the  conduct  of  its  business  at  Nashville,  are  such  as  to  require 
or  even  permit  of  our  making  a  special  concession  in  favor  of 
that  company,  not  made  to  other  consumers  at  that  point,  and 
we  have  declined  therefore,  from  time  to  time,  to  concede  the 
request  for  such  special  concession  in  its  fuel  rates  which  the 
United  Electric  Eailway  Company  at  Nashville  has  made  upon 
us  from  time  to  time,  even  when  coupled  with  threats  of  attack 
through  courts,  the  legislature  and  the  public  prints,  as  they 
have  been.  We  do  not  believe  that  our  rateon  coal  to  Nashville, 
whether  for  manufacturing  or  other  purposes  constituted  any 
unjust  or  illegal  discrimination  against  that  point  or  i^;ain8t 
any  consumer  there,  but,  on  the  other  hand,  that  they  are 
only  fair  and  reasonable  compensation  for  the  service  per- 
formed." 

A  large  amount  of  testimony  was  taken  in  the  case  which 

establishes  the  following 

Facts. 

The  Louisville  &  Nashville  Bailroad  Company  and  the 
Nashville,  Chattanooga  &  St.  Louis  Railway  Company  are  the 
only  railroad  companies  by  which  the  coal  in  question  is 
brought  into  Nashville.  The  coal  is  brought  over  the  Louis- 
ville <fe  Nashville,  from  points  north  of  Nashville  in  Kentucky, 
and  from  points  south  of  Nashville  in  Alabama.  The  coal 
is  brought  over  the  Nashville,  Chattanooga  &  St.  Lonis 
Kailway  from  points  south-east  of  Nashville,  but  in  the  same 
state — Tennessee. 

The  Louisville  &  Nashville  owns  a  controlling  interest  in 
the  stock  of  the  Nashville,  Chattanooga  &  St.  Louis,  and  the 
coal  rates  over  both  lines  into  Nashville  are  made  and  main- 
tained by  agreement  or  ''understanding"  between  the  traffic 
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officers  of  the  two  companies.  There  is  no  competition 
between  railroad  companies  in  the  transportation  of  coal 
to  Nashville.  The  Louisville  &  Nashville  and  the  Nashville, 
Chattanooga  &  St.  Louis  also  worked  in  harmony  under  an 
understaudiug  to  the  fcUow^ing  effect :  from  the  coal  mines  in 
western  Kentucky,  on  the  Louisville  &  Nashville  lines,  and 
from  the  mines  iu  Tennessee  on  the  Nashville,  Chattanooga 
&  St.  Louis  lines,  a  rate  was  made  to  general  consumers  of 
coal  in  Nashville  carrying  according  to  the  season  of  the  year 
from  $1.00  to  $1.50  per  ton,  but  to  "  Manufacturers,"  the  min- 
imum rate  of  $1.00  per  ton  was  accorded  the  year  round. 

Who  the  "manufacturers'*  were,  who  should  be  given  this 
specially  advantageous  rate,  was  a  matter  determined  entirely 
and  exclusively  by  the  railroad  companies.  '  The  companies 
were  in  the  habit  of  issuing  lists  of  persons  entitled  to  manu- 
facturers' rates,  and  of  changing  the  lists  at  their  pleasure  by 
either  adding  names  of  new  parties  or  striking  off  names 
which  had  previously  been  placed  there.  And  it  very  clearly 
appears  that  iu  some  instances  business  men,  firms  or  com- 
panies were  refused  the  special  rate,  whose  occupation  would 
seem  to  be  much  more  properly  termed  "manufacturing" 
than  that  of  other  parties  to  whom  the  special  rate  was  given. 

The  "  manufacturers'  rate "  so  called  was  not  established 
by  a  direct  contract  or  agreement  between  the  railroad  com- 
panies and  the  "  manufacturer,"  but  was  applied  in  manner 
following. 

Consumers  of  coal  at  Nashville,  whether  for  domestic  or 
manufacturing  purposes,  make  their  purchases  from  coal  deal- 
ers in  the  city.  The  dealers  were  furnished  by  the  railroad 
company  with  a  "  manufacturers*  list "  made  up  by  the  com- 
pany. Shipments  were  made  to  the  dealers  and  the  regular 
domestic  coal  rate  was  charged  them,  on  all  shipments.  But 
on  receiving  from  the  dealers  a  certificate  that  certain  quan- 
tities of  coal  had  been  sold  by  tliem  to  parties  on  the  "man- 
ufacturer s  list,**  the  raih'oad  companies  would  refund  the 
clifToronce  l)etween  the  rate  paid,  and  the  lower  "  manufactur- 
ers* rate." 

Tlio  doalers  did  not  liowovor  jjjot  any  personal  advantage 
from  this  refunding.    The  benefit  thereof  went  entirely  to  the 
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consumer — "manufacturer" — in  the  reduced  price  made  to 
him  by  the  dealer. 

From  Earlington,  Kentucky,  and  other  Kentucky  mines  on 
the  Henderson  and  the  Owensboro  divisions  of  the  Louisville 
&  Nashville  road  to  Nashville,  the  manufacturers'  rate  on 
coal  the  year  round  was  5  cents  per  100  fi>s.  or  $1.00  per  ton, 
the  benefit  thereof  being  given  according  to  the  direction  of 
the  railroad  company,  in  the  manner  above  described. 

From  the  same  mines  to  Nashville,  the  rate  made  to  all 
other  persons  was  $1.00  per  ton  during  April,  May  and 
June,  $1.10  per  ton  during  July,  $1.20  per  ton  during  August, 
$1.30  per  ton  during  September,  $1.40  per  ton  during  Octo- 
ber, and  $1.50  per  ton  from  the  1st  of  November  to  the  last 
of  March. 

The  rate  from  the  same  mines  to  Memphis  is  now  and  since 
September  Ist,  1891,  has  been  $1.40  per  ton.    This  rate  has  * 
remained  the  same  during  all  seasons  of  the  year  and  is  made 
on  all  coal  whether  to  be  used  for  domestic  or  manufacturing 
purposes. 

Tlie  mines  on  the  Henderson  division  of  the  Louisville  & 
Nashville  road  in  Kentucky,  are  grouped  along  the  road  some 
twenty  miles,  and  are  from  90  to  110  miles  from  Nashville-— 
Earlington  the  lai^est  shipping  point  on  that  division  is  106 
miles  from  Nashville.  The  mines  on  the  Owensboro  division 
are  located  along  some  15  miles  of  the  road  and  are  from  108 
to  118  miles  from  Nashville. 

From  the  various  mines  on  the  Henderson  division  to 
Memphis  the  distance  is  from  250  to  270  miles,  and  from 
the  mines  on  the  Owensboro  division  to  Memphis  the  dis- 
tance is  from  245  to  260  miles. 

The  Louisville  &  Nashville  itself  buys  coal  at  these  mines 
to  sell  iu  the  Memphis  market  where  it  has  an  agency  for  the 
purpose.  Of  the  total  shipments  of  coal  during  the  four 
yeiirs  prior  to  Nov.  1st,  1891,  over  the  Louisville  &  Nashville 
road  to  Memphis — amounting  to  about  393,000  tons,  that 
company  through  its  coal  agency  sold  about  83,000  tons. 

The  Louisville  &  Nashville,  so  far  as  appears  from  the  tes- 
timony, has  no  coal  agency  in  Nashville,  and  sells  no  coal 
tliere. 
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Peiidiiig  the  investigation  in  this  case,  the  Louisville  & 
Nashville  Railroad  Company  has  put  in  a  new  coal  tariff  from 
the  western  Kentucky  mines  to  Nashville,  taking  effect  April 
1st,  1892.  By  this  the  "  manufacturers*  rate,"  has  been  abol- 
ished, and  the  company  has  relinquished  the  custom  of  arbi- 
trarily deciding  who  are  "manufacturers"  entitled  to  the  rate. 
The  rates  are  now  lixed  according  to  the  character  of  the 
coal  transpoiicd,  not  according  to  tiie  business  or  occupation 
of  the  person  by  whom  it  may  be  used.  At  present  there  is 
a  uniform  rate  from  the  western  Kentucky  mines  to  Nashville 
of  Sl.OO  per  ton  to  all  persons,  on  the  kinds  of  coal  known  as 
"  run  of  mines,  nut  and  slack,"  and  this  rate  does  not  vary 
with  the  season.  On  **  screened  coal  "  the  rate  is  $1.15  per 
ton  during  the  period  from  April  1st  to  Sept.  1st,  while  for 
the  remainder  of  the  year,  viz :  from  Sept.  Ist  to  April  Ist,  it 
has  been  fixed  at  $1.40  per  ton. 

As  above  noted  there  is  an  unvarying  rate  on  all  coal  at 
all  seasons  of  $1.40  from  the  same  mines  to  Memphis. 

It  is  the  custom  with  some,  but  not  all  of  the  southern  rail- 
roads, to  classify  coal  for  transportation  about  as  the  Lonis- 
ville  &  Nashville  has  done  by  the  new  arrangement  above 
referred  to,  and  to  charge  a  somewhat  higher  rate  on 
**  screened  coal "  than  on  "run  of  mines,  nut  and  slack." 

Among  the  lines  which  do  this  are  the  Norfolk  &  Western, 
the  East  Tennessee,  Virginia  &  Georgia,  the  Georgia  Pacific 
and  the  Newport  News  and  Mississippi  Valley. 

Among  the  lines  which  make  no  difference  in  the  classifica- 
tion and  rate,  are  the  Cincinnati,  New  Orleans  &  Texas  Pacific 
and  the  Chesapeake  &  Ohio. 

The  Louisville  k  Nashville,  not  onlv  makes  this  difference 
in  classification  between  "screened  coal"  and  the  other  kinds, 
but  on  the  "screened  coal"  it  makes  the  rates  vary  with  the 
season — that  is,  from  April  to  August  inclusive  the  rate  is 
Sl.lo  aud  from  Septeinbor  to  March  inclusive  the  rate  is  $1.40 
—while  on  other  varieties  it  is  §1.00  the  year  round.  This 
varying  of  the  rates  with  the  seasons  is  not  generally  custom- 
ary on  otlu^r  roads,  aud  on  the  Louisville  &  Nashville  it 
apj>lies  only  on  the  rate  to  Nashville. 

Concerning  the  j)ractic(>  fonrerly  prevailing  at  Nashville, 
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• 

where  the  railroad  company  exercised  the  exdosiTe  power  ot 
determiuing  upon  the  persons  to  whom  the  so-called  "manu- 
facturers' rate  *'  should  be  given,  it  need  only  now  be  said 
that  it  seems  to  have  been  a  clear  violation  of  the  Act,  and 
would  have  been  forbidden  by  the  Commission,  had  not  the 
carrier  abandoned  it. 

But  the  question  still  remains  whether  the  present  adjust- 
ment of  rates,  is  a  violation  of  law,  as  operating  either  an 
unjust  discrimination,  between  Memphis  and  Nashville,  or  an 
unjust  discrimination  between  different  consumers  in  Nash- 
ville; or  as  establishing  an  unreasonably  high  rate  on  "screened 
coal "  to  Nashville — especially  during  the  winter  season. 

The  Commercial  Club  of  Nashville,  in  a  memorial  addressed 
to  the  Commission,  most  earnestly  protests  that  the  neir 
arrangement  of  the  coal  rates  to  that  city  has  not  really 
removed  the  discrimination  complained  of,  and  that  no  sub-^ 
stantial  benefit  will  result  to  the  citv  therefrom. 

The  question  of  the  probable  effect  of  the  change  on  the 
general  interests  of  the  citizens  and  consumers  of  Nashville^ 
has  been  argued  on  the  other  side,  by  the  Louisville  & 
Nashville  B.  B.  Co.  in  a  reply  to  the  memorial  above  referred 
to,  and  the  claim  is  therein  made  with  great  earnestness  and 
some  degree  of  plausibility  that  upon  the  showing  in  the 
memorial  and  upon  figures  given  therein  a  very  considerable 
saving  would  result  to  the  consumers  of  coal  at  Nashville  by 
the  new  arrangement.  In  the  record  however  there  is  no 
sufficient  evidence  as  to  the  quantity  and  kinds  of  coal  used 
at  Nashville  nor  any  proof  of  specific  facts  to  justify  a  con- 
clusion as  to  this  matter,  but  upon  the  estimates  given  by  the 
disputants  it  seems  probable  that  considerable  saving  would 
result  to  the  consumer  by  the  new  rates. 

And  there  is  this  great  improvement  in  the  present  adjust- 
ment over  the  old,  that  the  present  does  not  involve  the  arbi- 
trary discrimination  between  different  customers  in  the  city 
that  the  former  adjustment  did. 

As  between  Memphis  and  Nashville,  considering  the  res- 
pective  distance  of  those  cities  from  the  mines  in  westem 
Kentucky,  the  rate  of  $1.00  per  ton  to  Nashville,  does  not 
seem  to  be  low  compared  to  the  $1.40  rate  to  Memphis.  And 
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uotwitlistandiug  the  argument  that  the  rates  to  Memphis  are 
forced  down  to  that  figure  by  water  competition,  this  signifi- 
cant fact  cannot  be  ignored :  that  the  N.  &  L.  railroad  has 
for  a  number  of  years  past  been,  and  stUl  is,  buying  coal  at 
the  western  Kentucky  mines,  hauling  it  to  Memphis  and  sell- 
ing it  there.  There  must  be  profit  to  the  railroad  company 
somewhere  in  the  transaction  and  from  the  statements  made 
as  to  the  very  low  price  of  coal  in  Memphis  as  compared 
with  the  price  (or  cost  of  production)  at  the  mines,  it  would 
seem  that  the  profit  is  in  the  transpoi*tation. 

It  thus  appears  that  the  rate  to  Memphis  is  a  remuneratiye 
rate  to  the  carrier  and  that  it  is  not  an  unreasonably  low  rate. 

This  being  the  case,  the  rate  of  $1.00  per  ton  from  the  same 
mines  to  Nashville  would  seem  to  be  not  at  all  unreasonably 
low  to  the  carrier.  It  is  an  average  rate  of  about  one  cent 
per  ton  per  mile,  as  against  a  rate  of  a  little  over  one- half  a 
cent  per  ton  per  mile  to  Memphis. 

The  circumstances  at  Memphis  may,  perhaps,  make  it  diffi- 
cult to  make  a  difference  between  the  charges  for  hauling 
** screened  coal"  and  "run  of  mines,  nut  and  slack"  to  that 
place.  And  in  view  of  the  incidental  testimony  in  this 
case  as  to  the  value  of  the  diflferent  kinds  of  coal,  and 
of  the  custom  prevalent  among  some  roads  of  classifying 
"  screened  coal "  higher  than  the  other  kind,  and  charging 
more  for  hauling  it,  it  cannot  with  confidence  be  said  that  a 
difference  in  the  rate  to  Nashville  on  the  different  kinds  is  not 
justified. 

The  amount  of  the  difference  made  at  the  different  seasons 
of  the  year,  cannot,  however,  be  justified  either  by  the  evi- 
dence in  this  case  or  by  the  custom  of  other  roads.  Indeed, 
the  practice  of  making  such  a  difference  is  confined  on  the 
L.  (fe  N.  road  to  Nashville  alone,  and  there  seems  no  good 
reason  why  the  practice  should  longer  exist. 

A  difference  of  15  cents  per  ton  between  the  rate  on 
"  screened  coal "  and  that  on  other  kinds  would  seem  to  be 
sufficient  at  any  season  of  the  year.  A  greater  difference 
than  that  is  unreasonable. 

T\w  Yixio,  slioiild  be  so  arranged  that  while  Memphis  is  get- 
ting a  rate  as  low  as  $1.40,  Naslivilh^  sliould  have  a  rate  from 
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the  same  mines  of  not  more  than  $1.00  on  '*  run  of  mines,  nut 
and  slack/*  and  not  more  than  $1.15  on  ''  screened  coal  "  at 
any  season. 

It  is  therefore  ordered  that  from  and  after  this  date,  so 
long  as  the  rate  charged  by  the  Louisville  &  Nashville  Bail* 
road  Co.  for  the  transportation  of  coal  of  any  kind  or  class^ 
from  the  mines  on  its  Henderson  and  Owensboro  divisions, 
in  the  State  of  Kentucky,  to  Memphis,  shall  not  exceed  the 
amount  of  $1.40  per  ton,  the  rate  charged  by  the  said  com- 
pany for  the  transportation  from  said  mines  to  Nashville,  of 
coal  classed  as  *'  run  of  mines,  nut  and  slack,*'  shall  not  at 
any  time  exceed  the  amount  of  $1.00  per  ton,  and  the  rate 
charged  by  said  company  for  the  transportation  from  said 
mines  to  Nashville  of  coal  classed  as  "  screened  coal "  shall 
not  at  any  time  exceed  the  amount  of  $1.15  per  ton.  And 
any  reduction  made  by  the  Louisville  &  Nashville  Bailroad 
Co.  in  the  rate  for  the  transportation  of  coal  of  any  kind  or 
class  from  said  mines  to  Memphis,  shall  be  accompanied  by 
a  proportionate  reduction  in  the  rates  charged  for  the  trans- 
portation of  "  run  of  mines,  nut  and  slack "  coal  and  of 
"  screened  coal,"  respectively,  from  said  mines  to  Nashville. 

And  the  Louisville  &  Nashville  Railroad  Co.  is  hereby 
ordered  to  conform  its  schedules  of  rates,  fares  and  chargea 
to  this  order,  as  required  by  law,  and  is  ordered  to  cease  and 
desist  from  publishing,  posting,  or  putting  into  effect  or  from 
charging,  demanding,  collecting  or  receiving  for  the  trans- 
portation of  coal  from  the  mines  on  its  Henderson  and  Owens- 
boro divisions,  in  the  State  of  Kentucky,  to  Nashville,  any 
greater  rates  than  those  hereby  allowed  and  provided  for. 
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THE  MERCHANTS'  UNION  OF  SPOKANE  PALLS  F- 
THE  NORTHERN  PACIFIC  RAILROAD  COMPANY 
AND  THE  UNION  PACIFIC  RAILWAY  COMPANY. 


Complaint  filed  April  2, 1889.— Answers  filed  April  24, 1889,  and  May,  4, 1891. 
—Hearings  had  May  27,  28,  29  and  30,  and  Juno  4,  1891,— Briefs  filed 
August  4,  1891,  to  January  11,  1892.— Decided  November  28,  1898. 


1.  Transportation  by  rail  from  eastern  points  to  the  "  Pacific  Coast  Termi- 
nals," Portland,  Tacoma  and  Seattle,  is  affected  by  the  competition,  of 
controlling  force  and  in  respect  to  traffic  important  in  amount,  of  water 
carriers  reaching  the  same  terminals,  but  such  competition  does  not 
affect  like  transportation  from  said  points  to  the  city  of  Spokane,  Wash- 
ington  :  h^ldj  therefore,  that  defendants  are  justified,  by  reason  of  such 
dissimilarity  in  circumstances  and  conditions,  in  maintaining  higher 
rates  on  shipments  of  like  property  from  said  points  for  the  shorter  dis- 
tance to  Spokane  than  for  the  longer  distance  to  said  Pacific  terminals. 
The  competitive  position  and  attitude  of  the  Canadian  Pacific  Railway, 
a  foreign  carrier,  considered  in  connection  with  existing  water  competition*, 
but  the  separate  effect  of  competition  by  the  Canadian  route  not  found 
or  determined. 

2.  Class  rates  in  effect  upon  the  defendant  lines  and  the  lower  commodity 
rates  to  their  Pacific  terminals  examined  and  discussed :  A^W,  that  the 
only  justification  for  a  through  rate  less'  than  an  intermediate  rate  on 
the  same  article  is  the  compulsion  of  rail  carriers  to  accept  the  reduced 
compensation  or  suffer  ocean  rivals  to  perform  the  service,  and  where  the 
pressure  of  this  alternative  is  not  felt  there  is  no  ground  upon  which  the 
lower  til  rough  charge  can  be  excused.  No  article  should  be  carried  to 
terminal  points  on  commodity  rates,  which,  if  the  class  rates  were 
imposed  would  still  seek  rail  rather  than  water  transportation,  and  any 
violation  of  this  rule  is  unjust  discrimination  against  the  intermediate 
town  compelled  to  pay  the  higher  class  rate  on  the  same  article. 

5.  In  the  matter  of  carload  and  mixed  carload  rates,  minimum  weight  of 
shipment^}  entitled  to  carload  rates,  and  in  all  other  respects,  defendants 
are  required  to  provide  for  and  allow  the  same  privileges,  facilities  and 
advantages  on  shipments  to  Spokane  as  are  provided  or  allowed  on  like 
shipnumtt;  to  Portland  or  other  I^acific  coast  termhials. 

4.  "Blanket"  <rlass  rates  applying  upon  the  Northern  Pacific  road  for  a 
<li8tjin<'e  of  ov«'r  five  hundred  and  eighty  miles  found  relatively  un- 
leasonsibh^ :  al.'<o  hchU  that  rates  to  Spokane,  the  principal  distributing 
(tenter  to  whii.-li  sucli  blanket  rates  apply,  are  unreasonable  in  themselvefik 
Defen<laiits  ordered  to  cease  and  desist  from  charging  rates  on  property 
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from  eastern  points  to  Spokane  which  materially  exceed  S2  per  cent,  of 
class  rates  now  in  effect  both  to  Spokane  and  Pacific  coast  terminals. 
Provision  made  for  reopening  the  case  if  necessary,  and  bringing  in  other 
carriers  who  may  be  affected  by  the  order. 

5.  The  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Company,  notwithstanding  certain  pro- 
visions in  its  charter,  is  subject,  like  all  other  interstate  carriers,  to  the 
authority  conferred  by  Congress  in  the  Act  to  regulate  commerce. 
Citing  and  affirming  Ravsorthv,  Northern  Pae.  B.  Co.  8 Liters.  Com.  Rep. 
857, 5 1.  C.  C.  Rep.  257. 

Turner,  Forster  cfe  Turner  and  U.  E.  HxmgkUm  ioft  Complainant. 
J,  IT,  Mitchell,  Jr.,  and  James  McNaugkt  for  Nor.  Pac.  B.B.Co. 
John  M.  Ihurston,  for  Union  Pacific  By.  Co. 


Bepobt  and  Opinion  of  the  Commission. 


Knapp,  Commissioner: 

The  charges  investigated  in  this  proceeding,  which  are 
mainly  directed  against  the  Northern  Pacific  Bailroad  Com- 
pany, are  summarized  in  the  brief  of  complainant's  counsel 

as  follows : 

First :  That  the  rates  charged  on  all  classes  of  freight  to 
Spokane  Falls  are  unreasonable. 

Second  :  That  freight  rates  are  so  adjusted  with  reference 
to  competing  points,  to  wit:  Portland,  Tacoma,  Seattle,  Ellens- 
burgh  and  Missoula,  as  to  constitute  the  same  an  unreasonable 
discrimination  against  Spokane  FaUs  and  in  favor  of  said 
competing  points. 

Third :  That  a  greater  rate  is  chained  to  Spokane  Falls  for 
the  transportation  of  property  from  eastern  terminals  than  is 
charged  to  Portland,  Tacoma  and  Seattle  for  like  kinds  of 
property  under  substantially  similar  circumstances  and  con- 
ditions ;  all  the  said  points  being  on  the  line  of  the  Northern 
Pacific  Bailway,  Spokane  being  more  than  550  miles  east  of 
Portland  and  more  than  400  east  of  Tacoma  and  Seattle,  and 
being  included  in  the  haul  from  eastern  terminals  to  said 
Portland,  Tacoma  and  Seattle 
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In  the  complaint  on  file  these  general  charges  are  set  forth 
in  numerous  allegations  relating  to  the  location  and  commer- 
cial importance  of  the  city  of  Spokane,  with  many  illustrations 
of  the  disparity'  in  rates  on  west-bound  shipments  bet^veen 
Spokane  and  the  several  towns  above-mentioned,  all  tending 
to  sliow  the  resulting  disadvantage  and  injustice  to  the  locality 
in  whose  behalf  this  proceeding  is  instituted.  The  relief 
sought  by  the  complainant  is  such  a  reduction  of  the  rates 
now  exacted  at  Spokane  as  will  make  the  same  fair  and 
reasonable ;  a  readjustment  of  existing  tariffs  so  as  to  prevent 
undue  advantage  to  towns  competing  with  Spokane  in  the 
tt^rritory  alleged  to  be  tributary-  to  the  latter  place,  and  the 
enforcement  of  the  ])rohibitory  iTile  of  the  fourth  section  of 
tlie  Act  to  regulate  commerce,  except  so  far  as,  in  the  judg- 
ment of  this  Commission,  departure  therefrom  may  be  justified 
by  the  competition  of  the  Canadian  Pacific  Bailroad. 

The  answer  of  the  Northern  Pacific  Company,  so  far  as  it 
need  be  referred  to  in  this  connection,  bases  resistance  to  this 
application  upon  two  propositions.  In  the  first  place  it  denies 
that  the  charges  now  imposed  upon  traffic  from  eastern  termi- 
nals to  Spokane  are  in  any  respect  excessive  or  unreasonable^ 
and  alleges  that  no  unlawful  discrimination  against  that  town 
can  be  predicated  upon  the  relatively  lower  rates  accorded  to 
Portland,  Tacoma  and  Seattle,  because  the  circumstances  and 
conditions  attending  the  transportation  to  those  localities  are 
greatly  dissimilar.  It  avers,  in  the  second  place,  that  these 
lowtjr  rates  on  through  shipments  from  the  east  to  its  several 
terminals  on  the  Pacific  are  forced  upon  this  defendant  by  the 
competition  of  ocean  carriers  reaching  the  same  points  from 
various  Atlantic  ports,  and  other  ports  on  the  Pacific  coasts 
and  by  the  Canadian  Pacific  railroad,  none  of  which  are  Hub- 
ject  to  the  Act  to  regulate  commerce.  The  nature  and  extent 
of  this  competition,  and  its  consequent  influence  upon  the 
trans-continontal  rates  of  this  defendant,  was  a  controverted 
question  of  fact  to  which  much  of  the  testimony  was  directed. 

A  third  defense,  not  disclosed  or  suggested  by  the  answer, 
is  strenuously  urged  upon  our  attention  in  the  brief  filed  by 
counsel  for  the  Northern  Pacific  Company.  It  is  insisted,  in 
eiVect,  that  the  transportation  charges  of  this  carrier  are  not 
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subject  to  reduction  or  regulation  by  the  Interstate  Commerce 
CommisaiOD,  because  its  cliarter,  granted  by  special  Ai;t  of 
Congross,  vests  in  its  board  o(  directors  the  final  and  conclusive 
power,  free  from  legislative  control,  of  determining  tlie  com- 
pensation which  its  services  shall  receive,  except  those 
performed  for  the  general  government. 

The  f.icts  disclosed  by  the  investigation  which  are  deemed 
material,  and  upon  which  we  base  the  conclusions  of  this 
report,  are  found  and  stated  as  foUoWB  : 

Findings  of  Fact. 

1.  Tlie  complainant  in  this  proceeding  represents  the  city  of 
Spokane  in  the  state  of  Washington.  It  is  a  voluntary  associ- 
ation of  merchants  and  business  men,  organized,  among  other 
purpofies,  to  secure  equal  and  reasonable  rates  for  railroad 
transportation  to  and  from  that  city.  Originally  this  town 
was  know  by  the  name  of  Spokane  Falls,  and  that  continued 
to  be  its  designation  until  sometime  after  this  complaint  was 
filed.  Prior  to  the  hearing,  however,  the  corporate  name  had 
been  changed  by  dropping  the  word  "  Falls,"  and  the  name  ol 
Spokane,  therefor,  will  be  hereafter  used  in  this  report.  When 
this  proceeding  was  commenced,  which  was  in  March,  1889, 
the  Northern  Pacific  was  the  only  railroad  reaching  Spokane, 
and  accordingly,  that  carrier  was  the  sole  defendant  named  in 
the  petition.  In  October  of  that  year  the  Union  Pacific  com- 
pleted a  branch  road  which  connected  Spokane  with  its  main 
line  at  Pendleton,  Oregon,  a  distance  of  251  miles,  and  there- 
upon became  a  competitor  for  the  carrying  trade  of  Spokane. 
It  has,  however,  at  all  times  made  the  same  rates  as  the 
Northern  Pacific  on  Spokane  traffic,  and  tho  two  roads  appear 
to  be  united  in  maintaining  the  rates  of  which  that  town 
complains.  In  view  of  its  obvious  interest  in  the  controversy 
arising  upon  this  complaint,  the  Commission  of  its  own  motion 
made  an  order,  April  2l3t,  1891,  allowing  the  Union  Pacific 
Company  to  intervene  as  a  party  to  the  proceeding.  It  did  so 
within  tbe  time  prescribed  by  adopting  substantially  the 
answer  which  had  previously  been  filed  by  the  original 
defendant.    The  hearing  took  place,  mainly  at  Spokane,  in 
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May,  1891,  and  the  case  was  submitted  without  oral  arfipiment, 
briefs  being  thereafter  filed  by  the  respective  counsel.  Both 
defendants  are  common  carriers  engaged  in  the  transportation 
of  interstate  commerce. 

2.  The  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Company  was  chartered 
by  Act  of  Congress  approved  July  2d,  1864,  and  subsequently 
re-organized  under  the  provisions  of  another  Act  approved 
September  29tli,  1875.  It  owns  and  operates  a  line  of  railway 
for  the  transportation  of  freight  and  passengers  from  Ashland, 
Wis.  to  Portland,  Ore.  and  Wallula,  Wash,  a  distance  of  2,137 
miles.  Its  principal  eastern  termini  are  the  cities  of  St.  Paul, 
Minneapolis  and  Dulutli  in  the  state  of  Minnesota ;  and  its 
principal  western  termini  the  city  of  Portland  on  the  Willa- 
mette river  in  the  state  of  Oregon,  and  the  cities  of  Tacoma 
and  Seattle  on  Puget  sound  in  the  state  of  Washington.  It 
also  owns  or  controls  numerous  tributary  and  branch  lines, 
some  of  which  arc  of  considerable  length  and  importance, 
those  in  the  territory  surrounding  Spokane  being  the  Central 
Washington  Kailroad,  the  Spokane  &  Palouse  Railway,  and 
the  Spokane  Falls  tt  Idaho  Kailroad.  The  aggregate  mileage 
operated  by  this  company  exceeds  4,500  miles.  The  city  of 
Spokane  is  in  eastern  Washington,  on  the  main  line  of  the 
Northern  Pacific,  1,512  miles  west  of  St.  Paul  and  544  miles 
east  of  Portland.  The  distance  from  Spokane  to  Tacoma  is 
about  400  miles  and  to  Seattle  440  miles. 

3.  The  Union  Pacific  Eailway  Company  was  also  chartered 
by  special  Act  of  Congress  approved  July  1st,  1862,  and 
numerous  acts  subsequent  to  that  date  have  enlarged  its  cor- 
porate powers.  Its  main  line  extends  from  Council  Bluffs, 
Iowa,  to  Ogdcn,  Utah,  a  distance  of  1,033  miles.  At  Ogden  it 
connects  with  the  Southern  Pacific  system,  forming  a  trans- 
continental line  to  San  Franciso  and  other  points  on  the  Pacific 
coast.  It  also  controls  or  operates  various  roads  extending 
from  {)|j;deii,  and  also  from  Granger,  AVyoming,  on  its  main 
lino  to  Portlind,  Oregon,  with  branch  lines  diverging  at  differ- 
ent points,  the  whole  constituting,  in  conjunction  with  the 
main  stoni  and  its  connections,  a  trans-continental  system  of 
;j;reat  magnitude.     Among  these  branch  lines  is  the  one  from 
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Pendleton  to  Spokane  above  mentioned,  and  one  from  Pooa- 
tello,  Idaho,  to  Helena,  Montana,  which  later  place  is  also  on 
the  main  line  of  the  Northern  Pacific  abont  1,130  miles  west 
of  St.  Paul.  The  distance  from  Chicago  to  Portland  by  the 
Union  Pacific  appears  to  be  some  200  miles  less  than  by  the 
Northern  Pacific,  but  the  former  reaches  Spokane  by  a  much 
more  circuitous  route  than  the  latter,  the  Northern  Pacific 
having  the  shorter  line  between  Chicago  and  Spokane  by  more 
than  400  miles.  The  difference  in  distance  from  St.  Paul  to 
Spokane  in  favor  of  the  Northern  Pacific  is  still  greater. 

4.  Spokane  is  by  far  the  lai^est  and  most  important  town 
in  eastern  Washington.  It  is  situated  at  the  falls  of  *the 
Spokane  river  which  afford  a  natural  water  power  of  great 
volume  and  value.  When  the  Northern  Pacific  road  was 
completed  to  this  point  in  1881,  it  had  but  a  few  hundred^ 
inhabitants  and  a  limited  retail  business.  Its  growth  since 
that  time  has  been  so  rapid  and  substantial  as  to  attract  wide- 
spread attention  and  justify  expectations  of  great  prosperity 
in  the  future.  At  the  time  of  the  hearing  its  population  had 
increased  to  twenty  thousand  or  more,  and  its  business  had 
expanded  into  large  proportions.  More  than  three  and  a  half 
million  of  dollars  were  shown  to  be  invested  in  the  various 
branches  of  its  wholesale  trade,  and  it  exhibited  many  indica- 
tions of  great  activity  and  enterprise.  Its  location  is  fortunate 
and  its  natural  advantages  superior.  It  appears  to  be  the 
commercial  center  of  a  large  district  into  which  railroads  have 
already  been  constructed  in  several  directions.  It  is  separated 
from  the  towns  with  which  it  seeks  to  compete,  both  on  the 
east  and  on  the  west,  by  mountain  ranges  over  which  railroad 
construction  is  difficult  and  costly,  and  where  operating  ex- 
penses must  necessarily  be  large.  Its  nearest  tide-water  rival 
is  four  hundred  miles  away,  and  included  in  that  distance  are 
the  long  and  heavy  grades  by  which  the  Northern  Pacific 
crosses  the  barrier  of  the  Cascades.  Within  convenient  reach 
are  numerous  mining  regions  and  an  agricultural  country  of 
great  extent  and  high  degree  of  fertility.  About  seventy-five 
miles  to  the  southeast  are  the  Coeur  d'Alene  mines,  with  a 
p()])nlation  of  about  five  thousand,  connected  with  Spokane  by 
a  railroad  operated  by  the  Northern  Pacific.    Less  than  ninety 
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miles  east  on  the  main  line  of  that  company  are  the  Pend 
d'  Oreille  mines  supporting  some  three  thousand  persons. 
To  the  northeast  are  the  Kootenai  mines  in  British  Colombia, 
reached  via  Hope  on  said  main  line  eighty-five  miles  east  of 
Spokane  and  supporting  some  two  thousand  inhabitants.    The 
Salmon  river  mines,  with  a  population  of  five  thousand,  are 
about  one  hundred  and  fifty  miles  northwesterly,  and  between 
lies  a  fertile  farming  region,  called  the  "  Big  Bend  CJountry," 
situated  on  a  b3ud  of  the  Columbia  river,  and  already  ooeupied 
by  upwards  of  fifteen  thousand  persons.    Southerly  and  south- 
westerly is  the  "  Palouse  Country,"  so  called,  with  an  area  of 
some  twelve  thousand  square  miles,  peculiarly  adapted  to 
wheat  raising,  and  containing  an  estimated  population  of  forty 
thousand.    Into  this  district  runs  the  Spokane  &  Palouse 
railroad  operated  by  the  Northern  Pacific.    In  various  direc- 
tions  within  a  radius  of  one  hundred  and  fifty  miles  are 
numerous  towns  and  villages  surrounded  by  farming  commun- 
ities, or  supported  by  mining  and  kindred  industries.     The 
advantages  of  soil  and  climate,  and  the  attractions  of  great 
mineral  resources,  have  already  brought  to  eastern  Washii:^ton 
a  large  and  enterprising  population,  and  there  is  every  reason 
to  believe  that  its  further  development  in  wealth  and  numbers 
will  be  rapid  and  permanent.    The  natural  location  of  Spokane, 
and  the  transportation  facilities  afforded  by  the  various  rail- 
roads which  converge  at  that  point,  indicate  that  it  is  the 
appropiate  and  destined  center   for  the  distribution   of  an 
extensive  and  steadily  increasing  traffic  through  a  large  terri- 
tory  of  consumers.     These   facts   are  stated  at  this  length 
because   they  bear,  quite   forcefully   we   believe,   upon   the 
measure   of  compensation  which  public  carriers  may  justly 
receive  for  services  rendered  to  a  community  so  situated  and 
having  such  important  relations  to  a  large  portion  of  this  state. 
5.  The  chief  competitors  of  Spokane  for  the   distributing 
trade  of  eastern  Washington  are  the  western  terminals  of  the 
Northern  Pacific,  Portland,  Taeoma  and  Seattle,  all  situated 
ou  navigable  waters  connected  with  the  Pacific  Ocean,  and  the 
interior  towns  of  Ellensburgh  in  Washington,  Genessee  in 
Idaho  and  Missoula  in  Montana.    Portland  is  on  the  Willamette 
river  a  few  miles  above  its  junction  with  the  Columbia  and 
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sboat  one  hunJi-etl  and  thirty  miles  from  the  sea.  It  is  the 
principal  city  ou  the  Pacific  coast  uorth  of  San  Francisco,  of 
Jai^e  wealth  and  commercial  importance,  and  a  population  of 
nearly  Bevc-nty  thousand.  Until  within  a  comparitively  few 
years  it  enjoyed  almost  a  monopoly  of  the  wholesale  trade  in 
the  territory  now  comprising  the  states  of  Oregon,  Washington 
'  and  Idaho,  and  its  jobbing  business  at  the  present  time  is  said 
to  exceed  $175,000,000  a  year,  one  fourth  of  which  is  in  eastern 
Washington.  It  reaches  the  Palouse  country,  some  400  miles 
distant,  by  an  independent  railroad,  and  its  trade  now  extends 
to  the  towns  and  villages  on  the  Unes  of  the  Northern  Pacific 
as  far  east  as  Spokane.  The  rail  rates  obtained  by  Portland 
on  through  shipments  from  the  east  are  so  much  lower  than 
those  accorded  to  Spokane  that  Portland  dealers  can  lay  down 
their  merchandise  in  the  territory  immediately  surrounding 
Spokane  at  prices  which  Spokane  wholesalers  cannot  profitably 
meet.  Indeed,  it  appears  from  the  testimony  that  Portland 
merchants,  and  possibly  those  of  Tacoma  and  Seattle  also, 
actually  compete  on  some  lines  of  goods  for  the  trade  of  Spokane 
itself.  In  couEequenee  of  this  disparity  in  rates  the  wholesale 
business  of  Spokane  is  necessarily  confined  to  a  limited  area, 
and  its  distributing  trade  kept  within  small  dimensions. 
Where  the  coat  of  transportation  forme  in  any  event  so  large 
a  part  of  the  selling  price  of  an  article,  the  difference  in  rates 
between  Spokane  and  Portland  is  great  enough  to  give  the 
latter  the  command  of  the  market  even  in  territory  naturally 
tributary  to  the  former.  When  the  local  rate  from  Spokane 
is  added  to  the  higher  rate  to  that  point,  it  is  obvious  that  the 
Spokane  dealer  cannot  successfully  extend  his  business  to  any 
considerable  distance  in  the  direction  of  Portland.  So  long 
as  the  present  co-relation  of  rates  between  these  towns  is 
maintainod,  Spokane  will  be  practically  debarred  from  com- 
peting for  trade  in  the  territory  bordering  it  on  the  west,  even 
that  lying  at  its  doors,  and  its  development  as  a  distributing 
center  to  that  esteut  prevented. 

The  coin  petition  of  Tacoma  and  Seattle  is  similar  iu  char- 
acter to  that  of  Portland,  and  so  also  is  its  efi'ect.  Both  theso 
cities  are  sitnatod  on  Puget  sound,  and  have  the  advantage  of 
water  communication  with  the  seaports  of  the  world.     They 
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have  grown  with  great  rapidity  in  recent  years,  Tacoma  having 
upwards  of  36,000  inhabitants  and  Seattle  several  thousand 
more.  Their  through  rates  from  the  east  are  the  same  as 
Portland's,  and  each  of  them  has  built  up  an  extensive  trade  in 
the  surrounding  country.  Ellensburgh  lies  nearer  the  Salmon 
river  mining  region  and  parts  of  the  "  big  bend  country  "  than 
Spokane,  but  is  less  accessible  to  those  districts  on  account  of 
the  Columbia  river  and  the  physical  conditions  of  the  inter- 
vening country.  Genessee  is  the  southern  terminus  of  the 
Spokane  &  Palouso  railway,  and  engages  to  some  extent  in 
the  business  of  supplying  the  district  by  which  it  is  immediately 
surrounded.  Neither  of  these  towns,  however,  by  reason  of 
their  population,  railroad  facilities  or  relatively  lower  rates  of 
transportation,  sustain  any  vital  relation  to  the  main  contro- 
versy in  this  proceeding.  Missoula  is  something  over  two 
hundred  and  fifty  miles  east  of  Spokane,  on  the  main  line  of 
the  Northern  Pacific,  and  competes  with  the  latter  place  more 
or  less  successfully  in  the  territory  lying  between  them. 
Freight  rates  from  the  east  are  considerably  lower  to  Missoula 
than  to  Spokane  in  proportion  to  their  respective  distances 
from  eastern  points  of  shipment,  and  the  alleged  disadvantage 
to  which  Spokane  is  thereby  subjected  is  one  of  the  grievances 
of  which  that  town  complains.  The  population  of  Missoxda  is 
stated  to  be  about  thirty-five  hundred,  and  it  is  a  station  of 
considerable  importance  in  the  adjustment  of  rates  affecting 
Spokane. 

6.  The  Freight  rates  investigated  in  this  proceeding  are 
made  by  the  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  and  the  Trans-Conti- 
nental Association,  of  which  both  defendants  are  members* 
A  clear  understanding  of  the  principal  question  in  this  case 
will  be  aided  by  some  explanation  of  the  general  method 
pursued  in  constructing  the  tarifl's  of  this  association,  and  a 
statement  of  the  territory  to  wliich  they  apply. 

The  Trans-Continental  Association,  as  we  understand,  is 
composed  of  the  following  roads,  viz:  Atchison,  Topeka  & 
Santa  Fe ;  Atlantic  &  Pacific ;  Burlington  &  Missouri  river ; 
Canadian  Pacific;  Chicago,  Rock  Island  &  Pacific  (West  of 
Missouri  river) ;  Colorado  Midland ;  Denver  &  Rio  Grande  ; 
Great  Northern  ;  Missouri  Pacific  ;  Northern  Pacific ;  Oregnu 
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&  California;  Eio  Orande  Western;  Southern  California; 
Southern  Pacific ;  St.  Louis  &  San  Francisco ;  Texas  &  Pacific, 
and  Union  Pacific.  The  territory  covered  by  this  Asaoeialioii, 
over  which  rates  are  made,  includes,  on  the  one  hand,  common 
points  east  of  the  97th  meridian  of  longitude  located  on  roads 
of  the  Association,  and  points  east  thereof  on  roads  with 
which  the  Association  has  an  agreed  basis  for  dividing  rates, 
and  on  the  other  "  Pacific  Coast  Terminals  "  and  "  Intermed- 
iate Points." 

The  Pacific  Coast  Terminals  are  the  following :  San  Fran- 
cisco, Sacramento,  Marysville,  Stockton,  San  Jose,  Oakland 
(16th  St.),  Los  Angeles  and  San  Diego,  in  the  state  of  California. 
Portland,  East  Portland,  Albina  and  Astoria  in  Or^on. 
Tacoma,  Seattle,  Port  Townsend,  Olympia,  Anacortes,  Fair 
Haven,  New  Whatcom,  Edmonds,  Everett,  Blaine  and  Quarter- 
master Harbor  in  Washington.  Vancouver, Victoria,  Nanaimo, 
Ladner's  Landing  and  New  Westminster  in  British  Columbia. 

Intermediate  points  are  described  in  the  tariffs  of  the  Associ- 
ation as  follows :  ^^  Intermediate  points  are  points  located  on 
roads  of  this  Association  on  direct  line  over  which  traffic 
passes  in  reaching  any  of  the  following  "TerminalB"  viz : 

(1)  ''  San  Francisco,  Sacramento,  Marysville,  Stockton,  San 
Jose,  and  Oakland  (16th  St.),  California,  when  routed  via  any 
of  the  lines  members  of  this  Association,  except  the  Canadian 
Pacific  Ry.; 

(2)  "  Los  Angeles  and  San  Diego,  Cal.  when  routed  via  any 
of  the  lines  members  of  this  Association,  except  the  Canadian 
Pacific  Ry.,  the  Northern  Pacific  E.  E.  or  the  line  of  the 
Union  Pacific  System  via  Huntington  and  East  Portland. 

(3)  "  Portland,  East  Portland  and  Albina,  Ore.,  when  routed 
viu  the  Canadian  Pacific  Ey.  Northern  Pacific  E.  E.  or  Union 
Pacific  System  ;  and  via  Ogden,  Eoseville  Junction,  El  Paso, 
Nojave,  and  the  Mt.  Shasta  route; 

(4)  ''Astoria,  Ore.  when  routed  wa  the  Canadian  Pacific  By. 
Northern  Pacific  E.  R.  or  Union  Pacific  System  only. 

(5)  "  Tacoma,  Seattle,  Port  Townsend,  Olympia,  Anacortes, 
Fair  Haven,  New  Whatcom,  Edmonds,  Everett,  Blaine  and 
Quaiiermaster  Harbor,  Wash.;  Victoria,  Nanaimo  and  Lad- 
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ner's  Landing,  B.  C.  only  when  routed  via  the  Canadian  Pacific 
Ky.  Northern  Pacific  K.  K.  or  Union  Pacific  By.  and  steamer 
from  Portland,  Ore. 

(6)  "  Vancouver  and  New  Westminster,  B.  C.  only  when 
routed  via  the  Canadian  Pacific  By.  or  Northern  Pacific  B.  B." 

The  region  between  the  97th  meridian  of  longitude  and  the 
Atlantic  seaboard  is  divided  into  six  groups  or  territories,  as 
follows : 

Missouri  Biver  Common  Points, 

Mississippi  Biver  Common  Points, 

Chicago — Milwaukee  and  Common  Points, 

Cincinnati — Detroit  and  Common  Points, 

Pittsburgh — Buffalo  and  Common  Points, 

New  York,  Boston,  Philadelphia,   Baltimore,   and  points 
common  with  each. 

The  tariffs  of  the  Association  give  detailed  descriptions  of 
the  boundaries  of  each  of  the  above  mentioned  territories. 

Theoretically,  the  various  articles  of  traffic  are  .divided  into 
ten  classes,  designated  by  the  numerals,  1,  2,  3,  4,  6,  and  the 
letters  A,  B,  C,  D  and  E ;  and  each  class  ordinarily  has  a 
different  rate  between  the  same  points.  Upon  all  classified 
traffic  carried  under  the  tariffs  of  the  Trans-Continental  Associ- 
ation the  Western  Classification  is  applied.  This  classification 
is  made  by  a  committee  representing  the  lines  leading  west- 
ward from  Chicago  and  the  Mississippi  river,  and  governs  all 
through  and  local  traffic  on  such  lines ;  but  upon  trans-conti- 
nental business  its  application  is  extended  to  embrace  shipments 
originating  at  the  Atlantic  seaboard. 

The  following  tabic  shows  the  present  class  rates  between 
*'  Pacific  Coast  Terminals"  and  "  Intermediate  Points,"  and  the 
six  territories  above  described ;  east  of  the  97th  meridian  of 
longitude.  These  rates  apply  in  both  directions,  and  there 
liave  been  no  material  changes  iu  them  since  September  1, 1888. 
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Between 
*'  Pacific  Coast  Terminale" 
and 

*'  Intermediate  Points."  daases. 

-^nd—  12      845ABCDE 

Missouri  River  Com.  Pts.  850  800  250  200  175  175  155  125  110  100 

Mississippi  River  Com.  Pts.  370  820  260  205  180  182  168  180  ll5  106 

Chicago,  Milwaukee  A  Com.  Pts.  890  840  270  210  185  190  170  185  120  110 

Cincinnati,  Detroit  A  Com.  Pts.  895  845  275  215  100  195  175  140  125  115 

Pittsburgh,  Buffalo  A  Com.  Pts.  400  850  280  220  195  195  175  140  125  116 

N.Y.,  Bos.,  PhU.  Bal.ftCom.  Pts.  420  870  295  280  200  200  180  145  180  120 

Spokane  is  an  '^  Intermediate  Point "  within  the  definition 
of  that  phrase  in  the  tarifib  of  the  Association,  and  takes  the 
same  class  rates  as  the  above  mentioned  "  Terminals." 

Bates  to  and  from  San  Francisco  via  Canadian  Pacific 

Railway  are  the  following  differentials  lower  than  the  rates 

shown  above : 

Classes 
12845ABCDE 

St.  Paul  &  Minnneapolls                    15    12    10    10    10     8      8  7  5  5 

Chicago,  Milwaukee  A  Com.  Pts.      17^  14^  12    10    10     8     8  7  5  5 

Cincinnati,  Detroit  A  Com.  Pts.        21    17    14    11    11      9     9  7  5  5 

Pittsburgh,  Buflialo  A  Com.  Pts.        22    18    15    12    12    10(  10(  8  7  5 

N.Y.,Bos.,  PhU.,Bal.ftCom.Pts.    28    ^    17    14    14    12    12  8  8  5 

Besides  these  class  rates  there  are  a  lai^e  number  of  special 
coinmodity  rates  both  east  and  west  bound.  The  oommodity 
rates  applying  west  bound,  however,  are  largely  in  excess  of 
those  applying  east  bound.  In  the  west  bound  tariffs  as  now 
printed  there  are  about  three  pages  of  commodity  rates  apply- 
ing to  both  '^Pacific  Coast  Terminals"  and  "Intermediate 
Points,"  and  more  than  fifty  pages  applying  to  "Terminal" 
points  only.  The  latter  list  probably  includes  the  greater 
portion  of  articles  which  are  shipped  from  points  east  of  the 
97th  meridian  to  Pacific  Coast  points.  When  a  commodity 
rate  to  a  "Terminal"  point  plus  the  local  back  to  an  "Inter- 
mediate" point  makes  a  lower  rate  than  the  straight  "  Inter- 
mediate" rate,  the  combination  rate  applies 

The  rates  upon  classified  traffic  to  Pacific  coast  points  are 
the  maximum  rates  to  intermediate  points. 

It  ^vill  be  observed  that  the  roads  which  are  members  of  the 
Trans-Continental  Association  extend  no  farther  east  than  the 
Mississippi  river,  while  rates  are  published  by  the  Association 
from  the  various  eastern  grouped  territories  described.  Under 
the  present  plan  of  co-operation  with  lines  eart  of  the  MissiB- 
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sippi  river,  tariffs  are  promulgated  by  the  Trans-Gontineutal 
Association  only  after  concurrence  in  the  rates  by  the  lines 
east  of  the  Mississippi  through  their  associations,  under  which 
arrangement  the  eastern  lines  exact  certain  proportional  rates 
to  the  Mississippi  river. 

The  rates  from  St.  Paul  to  Spokane  are  made  and  published 
by  the  Northern  Pacific  Railroad.  These  rates  are  progressive 
until  a  point  is  reached  where  the  rate  is  found  to  be  as  high 
as  the  class  rate  to  Pacific  coast  terminals ;  from  such  point  to 
the  coast  the  terminal  rate  is  applied  under  the  rule  that  the 
rate  to  the  Pacific  coast  shall  be  the  maximum  rate  to  inter- 
mediate points,  except  when  a  commodity  rate  to  a  "terminal'* 
point  plus  the  local  back  to  an  "intermediate"  point  under  the 
classification  produces  a  lower  rate  than  the  straight  "  inter- 
mediate" rate. 

As  the  tariffs  are  now  arranged  the  maximum  class  rate  is 
reached  at  Athol,  Idaho,  forty-two  miles  east  of  Spokane,  and 
continued  from  there  west  to  Portland,  a  distance  of  586  miles. 
No  group  of  points  receiving  the  same  rates  embracing  any- 
thing like  so  great  a  distance  is  observed  on  any  other  portion 
of  the  road.  The  next  largest  group.  West  End,  Montana,  to 
Garrison,  Montana,  inclusive,  covers  only  160  miles. 

7.  The  class  rates  to  Spokane  on  the  several  classes  of  freight 
from  eastern  terminals  of  the  Northern  Pacific  are  as  follows : 

3Ierchandise  in  cents  per  100  lbs. 

L  ^  A  ^ 

350  300  250  200 

Special  carload  classes  in  cents  per  100  lbs. 
Fifth  Class  A  J3  _C^  D  _E 

175  175  155  125  "liO  90 

All  stations  west  of  Spokane  to  and  including  Portland,  via 
Tacoma,  and  all  stations  on  the  Spokane  and  Palouse  road» 
are  grouped  with  Spokane  and  charged  the  same  rates.  As  a 
general  rule  commodity  rates  are  made  to  terminal  points,  and 
classification  and  local  rates  to  intermediate  points.  Ellens- 
burgh  freight  appears  to  be  billed  through  to  Tacoma  and 
returned  at  local  east  bound  rates. 

The  great  bulk  of  shipments  from  eastern  points  to  Spokane 
is  charged  the  class  rates  above  given,  while  most  of  the  traffic 
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to  Portland  and  other  western  terminals  is  taken  at  commodity 
rates,  as  already  stated.  In  the  printed  TariflEs  Spokane  haa 
only  two  or  three  pages  of  articles  bearing  commodity  ratea 
against  upwards  of  fifty  pages  applying  to  Portland. 

The  following  table  exhibits  the  class  rates  and  distancea 
from  St.  Paul  to  the  yarious  stations  therein  named,  with  the 
rates  per  ton  per  mile  on  first  class  freight  to  each  such  station^, 
from  which  may  be  seen  the  increased  rate  per  hundred 
pounds  compared  with  increased  distance  from  starting  points 


Miles 
from 
St. 
Paul 


Stations. 


Rates 

per  ton 

per  mile 

Ist  class. 


Per  hundred  pounds. 


2 


B      C 


S 


231  Ilitterdal,  Minn ....  06.57 

251  Fargo,  N.  I) 06.37 

486  Sims,  N.  D 05.85 

744  Miles  City,  Mont...  04.57 

1007  Livingston,  Mont. .  04.66 

1130  Helena,  Mont 04.42 

1254  Missoula,  Mont....  04.15 

1512  Spokane,  Wash . . .  04.68 

2056  Portland, Oregon,.  08.40 


77    65    50    89    81    81    27    28    10  Ifi^ 

8068    52    408282282420  1«^ 

180  109    90    78    66    54    48    41    87  8(K 

170  144  124  107    94    84    74    65    57  47 

285  205  165  140  120  105    88    78    68  5ft 

250  215  175  145  125  110    92    82    72  62 

260  225  185  155  185  120  102    87    77  67 

850  800  250  200  175  175  155  125  110  90 

850  800  250  200  175  175  155  125  110  lOa 


The  following  deductions  from  this  table  show  the  increase 
in  first  class  rates  between  different  points  at  substantially 
equal  distances  from  each  other  between  St.  Paul  and  Spokane^ 

Hitterdal 231    miles  from  8t  Paul 77  cents. 

Sims 255        *»        **     Hitterdal 58     " 

Miles  City 258        **        "     Sims 40 

Livingston 263        **        **     Miles  City 65 

Missoula 247        **        "     Livingston 25 

Spokane 258       **        **     Missoula 90 


a 

(C 


The  increase  on  the  other  nine  classes  is  in  approximately 
the  same  proportion. 

These  tables  show  an  extraordinary  increase  from  Missoula 
to  Spokane.  Figured  in  cents  per  ton  per  mile,  the  increase 
on  through  freight  from  the  eabt  to  Spokane  and  Missoula 
respectively,  for  the  250  7mles  east  of  each  place^  is  approzi-' 

mately  as  follows: 

First  Class {gg^X'.  V  "^ 


Fifth  class. 


(Spokane,  81 
(Missoula,  l{ 


r^,       ^  (Spokane,  2      " 

^*a^  ^ tlUssoula,  7  mills, 
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The  rates  to  Spokane  and  Missoula  were  originally  on  a 
similar  progressive  basis,  but  upon  the  construction  of  the 
Great  Northern  road  to  Missoula  that  town  was  granted  a  $2.60 
rate.  AVhile  Missoula  has  proportionally  lower  rates  on  ship- 
ments from  the  east,  its  rates  from  San  Francisco  are  but  little 
higher  than  those  to  Spokane.  On  fifth  class  freight,  for 
instance,  rates  from  the  east  to  Spokane  are  40  cents  higher 
than  to  Misscula,  while  the  rates  from  Portland  to  Missoula 
are  only  ten  cents  higher  than  to  Spokane.  The  highest  rate 
on  sugar  going  east  is  at  Spokane,  but  on  most  other  articles 
at  Miles  City,  Montana.  On  east  bound  freight.  Pacific  coast 
products,  Missoula  is  grouped  with  Spokane  on  certain  com- 
modity rates,  and  on  classified  traffic  the  increase  from  Spokane 
to  Missoula  is  only  about  one  third  the  increase  on  west  bound 
freight  from  Missoula  to  Spokane. 

The  rate  per  ton  per  mile,  St.  Paul  to  Spokane,  on  each  of 
the  ten  classes  is  approximately  as  follows:  1st,  4^  cents; 
2d,  4  cents ;  3d,  3^^  cents ;  4th,  2j^  cents ;  5th,  2-j^  cents ;  A, 
2^^  cents ;  B,  2  cents ;  C,  ly^  cents ;  D,  1^  cents ;  E,  1-^  cents. 

The  average,  therefore,  of  the  first  five  classes  is  about  3J 
€ents,  and  of  all  the  classes  2^  cents.  Assuming  the  average 
(commodity)  rate  to  Portland  to  be  $1.50  per  100  lbs.  the 
average  rate  per  ton  per  mile  would  be  about  1^^  cents.  On 
this  assumption  the  rate  per  ton  per  mile  from  the  east  to 
Portland  is  less  than  three  fifths  as  much  as  to  Spokane, 
although  the  distance  is  more  than  one  third  greater.  And  if, 
as  seems  to  be  the  fact,  most  of  the  goods  shipped  are  in  the 
first  five  classes,  the  disparity  between  these  towns  is  still  more 
marked.  There  is  no  point  on  the  line  of  the  Northern  Pacific 
where  west  bound  rates  are  higher  than  to  Spokane,  conse- 
quently western  terminals  pay  no  more  than  Spokane  even  on 
articles  carried  at  classification  rates,  and  notwithstanding 
such  articles  may  not  be  adapted  to  water  carriage  or  actually 
subject  to  water  competition. 

8.  The  freight  tonnage  carried  to  Spokane  and  the  earnings 
derived  therefrom,  compared  with  corresponding  figures  relat- 
ing to  Portland,  Tacoma,  and  Seattle,  give  some  idea  of  the 
relative  revenues  obtained  at  these  towns  respectively. 
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The  following  statement  furnished  by  the  Northern  Facifio 
Company,  shows  tonnage  received  and  earnings  therefrom  ai 
the  several  stations  therein  named  for  the  year  ending  June 

30, 1890. 

Freight  Reoeived. 

Station.  Tonnage.  Earnings. 

Spokane 182,018 $1,664,905.48 

Seattle 122,174 1,216,494.42 

Taooma 534,219 15859,645.86 

Portland 73,383 746,194.99 

Tonnage  given  in  tons  of  2,000  lbs. 

The  total  number  of  tons  handled  by  this  company  daring 
the  same  year  was  3,569,969,  and  the  total  freight  earnings^ 
$15,600,319.22. 

The  following  figures  are  for  the  eleven  months  ending  May 

31,  18»1 : 

Freight  Received. 

Station.  Tonnage.  Earnings. 

Spokane 199,752,386 $  970,091.60 

Seattle 295,642,602 1,261,969,17 

Tacoma 1,424,075,167 2,068,119.82 

Portland 196,847,991 871,825.15 

Tonnage  given  in  pounds. 

The  freight  shipped  from  these  points  during  the  same 
periods  and  the  earnings  therefrom  appear  from  the  following 
statements  furnished  by  the  same  company : 

Freight  Forwarded. 

Station.  Tonnage.  Earnings. 

Spokane 48,809 $163,848.52 

Seattle 19,371 110,862.97 

Tacoma 84,404 457,789.44 

Portland, 118,066 586,451.14 

Tonnage  given  in  tons  of  2,000  lbs. 

Freight  Forwarded. 

Station.  Tonnage.  Earnings. 

Spokane 92,002,738 $208,044.52 

Seattle 66,446,802 156,305.58 

Tacoma 192,247,775 609,847.16 

Portland 241,692,675 711,250.54 

Tonnage  given  in  pounds. 

The  foregoing  figures  include  all  the  business  of  the  Northern 
Pacific,  both  through  and  local,  at  the  places  and  during  the 
periods  named,  but  the  division  of  that  business  between 
through  and  local  at  either  point  cannot  be  determined  from 
the  evidence.  Of  the  aggregate  earnings  of  this  company  from 
its  whole  mileage,  about  26  per  cent,  is  received  at  terminal 
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and  74  per  cent,  at  intermediate  points.  Mr.  Haunaford,  the 
Oeneral  Traffic  Manager  of  this  road,  testified  in  substance 
that  60,000  tons  a  year  was  a  moderate  estimate  of  the  traffic 
to  Spokane  from  St.  Paul  and  points  further  east,  but  the 
tonnage  of  such  traffic  to  Pacific  coast  terminals,  or  either  of 
them,  does  not  appear.  Neither  do  the  proofs  show  how  the 
through  shipments  to  Spokane  are  divided  between  the  differ- 
ent classes  of  freight,  nor  the  relative  tonnage  of  different 
articles  taken  at  commodity  rates  to  the  several  terminals. 
There  may  be  some  estimates  upon  these  points  but  no 
accurate  and  reliable  figures.  The  information,  however,  is  of 
no  special  value.  The  main  question  upon  this  branch  of  the 
case  grows  out  of  the  rates  themselves  in  connection  with  the 
distances  and  other  related  facts  which  distinctly  appear  and 
are  wholly  undisputed. 

Since  the  completion  of  its  branch  line  from  Pendleton,  the 
Union  Pacific  has  secured  from  ten  to  fifteen  per  cent,  of  the 
eastern  traffic  to  Spokane,  and  probably  handles  about  one 
fourth  of  the  entire  tonnage  of  that  town.  It  does  not  appear 
to  be  in  a  situation  to  do  otherwise  than  meet  the  rates  made 
by  the  Northern  Pacific. 

The  tonnage  from  east  to  west  on  the  Northern  Pacific  is 
much  greater  than  from  west  to  east;  consequently  a  large 
number  of  empty  cars  must  be  hauled  in  the  latter  direction. 
This  feature  of  the  business  seems  more  prominent  in  respect 
to  western  terminals  than  points  in  eastern  Washington,  and 
this  circumstance  may  have  some  bearing  on  the  relatively 
higher  rates  from  the  coast  to  Spokane  than  to  Missoula  and 
more  easterly  points. 

9.  As  already  explained  most  of  the  traffic  to  Pacific  ter- 
minals is  carried,  not  at  class  rates,  but  at  special  commodity 
rates.  The  difference  between  tlie  class  rate  and  the  com- 
modity rate  on  any  particular  article  is  easily  ascertainable 
from  the  tariffs,  and  the  diftorence  in  revenue  can  be  deter- 
mined by  multipljiLg  the  tonnage  actually  carried  to  terminal 
and  intermediate  points  respectively  by  the  respective  rates  to 
oacli.  Tliis  difference  will  sufficiently  appear,  without  entering 
into  niinieroiis  calculations,  by  the  following  illustrations,  taken 
at  random  from  the  tariff  sheets,  and  showing  the  rates  actually 
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charged  on  shipments  from  the  east  to  the  several  points 
named,  on  a  number  of  articles  of  general  consumption,  the 
traffic  in  which  is  presumably  lai^e.  It  will  be  remembered 
that  Tacoma,  Seattle  and  other  terminal  points  take  the  same 
rate  as  Portland. 

Statement  showing  rate  per  100  Iha.  on  the  several  cammodUi€S 
?iarnedfro7n  St.  Paul  to  the  points  given. 

Bates  from  Missoula,  Spokane  and  Genessee  are  local  class 

rates  of  the  Northern  Pacific  B.  B.  from  St.  Paul. 
Bates  to  Ellensburgh  are  constructed  upon  a  combinffttion  of 

the  commodity  rate  to  Portland  and  the  class  rate  Portland 

to  Ellensburgh. 
Bates  to  Portland  are  the  commodity  rates  to  "Terminal" 

points  as  per  Trans-Continental  Association  Tarifb. 

Class  Commodity.  ^^^^    ^^        ^^    ^^^y^^  y^^ 

5  Canned  Goods,  C.  L 135  175  175  162  107 

3  Coffee,  roasted,  L.  C.  L 185  250  250  250  176 

1  Calicos,  etc.,  L.C.L 260  850  860  204  189 

2  Crockery  and  Earthenware,  L.C.L.  225  300  800  242  149 
5  Iron  Bolts  and  Nuts,  C,  L 186  175  175  160  105 

3  Paper  Bags,  L.  C.  L 185  260  250  224  149 

5  Stoves,  Ranges,  etc.,  C.L 135  175  175  172  117 

4  Tin  Plate,  L.  C.  L 155  200  200  196  181 

A  Farm  Wagons,  C.  L 120  175  175  168  118 

5  Nails,  C.L 136  175  175  164  99 

1  Table  Sauce,  L.  C.  L 260       350       850       276        171 

2  Twine  (Har\'esting)  L.  C.  L 225        300        800        242        149 

3  Baking  Powder,  L.  C.  L 185        250        250        246        171 

1  Brooms,  L.C.L 260        350        850        294        189 

4  Candles,  C.L 156        200        200        172        107 

2  Cordage,  L.  C.  L 225  300  300  282  189 

3  Currants  (Dried)  L.C.L 185  250  250  250  220 

1  Ink,  in  Glass,  L.  C.  L 260  850  850  254  149 

5  Soap,  C.L 135  175  175  154  99 

5  Syrups,  C.L 135  175  175  162  107 

1  Staple  Woodenware,  L.  C.  L 260  350  850  294  189 

1  Bulky  Woodenware,  L.  C.  L 260  850  850  850  270 

1  Woodenware,  notions,  L.  C.  L 260  850  850  287  216 

These  examples,  it  is  believed,  fairly  characterize  the  entire 
list  of  commodities,  and  indicate  the  general  relation  of  rates 
between  Spokane  and  the  other  points  named  in  the  table.  A 
simple  computation  shows  that  the  average  rate  per  100  pounds 
ou  the  twenty-three  articles  or  classes  of  merchandise  above 
mentioned  is  $2.60  to  Spokane  and  Genessee,  $1.94  to  Missoula, 
S2.29  to  Ellensburgh,  and  $1,54  to  Portland.  Substantially 
the  same  results  would  doubtless  be  obtained   by  a  more 
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extended  comparisou.  On  the  basis  of  these  figures  the  rate 
per  ton  per  mile  is  3-^j^  cents  to  Spokane  as  against  1-^q 
cents  to  Portland.  It  is  manifest  from  this  showing  that 
numerous  articles  of  common  consumption  which  are  produced 
at  various  points  in  the  east  can  be  laid  down  at  Portland, 
Tacoma  or  Seattle  so  much  cheaper  than  at  Spokane  that  the 
latter  town  is  placed  at  constant  and  serious  disadvantage. 

10.  We  also  find  in  a  few  instances  differences  in  classifica- 
tion which  favor  these  terminal  points  irrespective  of  their 
lower  rates.  On  some  articles  car-load  rates  are  made  to 
Portland  when  no  car-load  rate  is  given  to  Spokane.  In  such 
a  case  the  less  than  car-load  rates  apply  to  Spokane  although 
the  shipment  is  in  car-load  quantities,  thus  depriving  Spokane 
of  the  advantage  of  Portland's  car-load  rate.  The  privilege  of 
shipping  mixed  car-load  lots  at  car-load  rates  is  also  allowed 
to  Portland  when  the  same  privilege  is  denied  to  Spokane ; 
and  there  appear  to  be  some  instances  in  which  the  car-load 
rate  is  granted  to  Portland  on  a  shipment  of  15,000  pounds, 
but  not  accorded  to  Spokane  on  a  shipment  under  20,000 
pounds.  The  virtual  admission  of  the  defendents  that  such 
discriminations  are  unlawlul,  and  their  avowed  intention  of 
correcting  all  inequalities  of  this  description,  render  it  unnec- 
essary to  cite  examples  from  the  evidence  or  add  farther 
statement  to  this  general  finding. 

11.  The  comparative  volume  of  eastern  traffic  which  actually 
reaches  these  Pacific  terminals  by  water  cannot  with  entire 
satisfaction  be  determined  from  the  evidence.  Special  facts 
relating  to  particular  shipments  might  be  multiplied  indefin- 
ately,  but  their  chief  value  would  consist  in  furnishing  instances 
of  ocean  carriage ;  while  general  statements,  though  leading 
more  directly  to  correct  conclusions,  would  doubtless  be  sub- 
ject to  iiioJitying  exceptions.  The  primary  question,  however, 
is  not  so  much  whether  rail  rates  to  the  Pacific  are  lower  than 
is  necessary  to  prevent  water  carriers  from  doing  the  business^ 
but  whether  in  fact  such  competition  exists  at  these  western 
terminals  as  justifies  the  railroads  in  maintaining  higher  rates 
to  iiiteriiiediate  points  than  arc  accepted  by  them  for  through 
transportation.  In  other  words,  is  the  dissimilarity  of  condi- 
tions so  substantial  and  unavoidable  that  the  greater  charge 


MEB.  UNION  OF  SPOKANE  FALLS  Y.  N.P.B.B.0O.  St  n.P.BJt.CO.     ^7 

for  the  lesser  distance  may  be  lawfully  exacted  ?  The  funda- 
mental fact  observed  in  this  connection  is  that  all  of  these  three 
towns,  Portland,  Tacoma  and  Seattle,  possess  the  natural 
advantages  of  seaport  location.  They  enjoy  the  benfits  of 
water  communication  with  the  great  supply  markets  of  the 
world.  The  opportunity  for  receiving  eastern  shipments  inde- 
,  pendent  of  the  rail  transportation  furnished  by  the  defendants 
is  constantly  afforded  them.  Through  the  navigable  waters 
which  connect  them  with  the  Pacific,  sea-^oing  vessels  of 
ample  size  can  bring  merchandise  from  all  quarters  directly  to 
their  docks.  In  the  nature  of  the  case  the  railroads  neither 
have  nor  can  have  a  monoply  of  the  carrying  trade  to  these 
towns,  for  the  facilities  of  water  carriage  are  always  available 
to  them.  Having  the  choice  of  two  methods  they  can  employ 
the  one  which  on  the  whole  proves  most  economical.  Under 
these  circumstances  the  railroads  must  necessarily  make  rates 
low  enough  to  secure  the  business  or  abandon  it  to  rival 
carriers  using  the  cheaper  modes  of  water  transportation. 
Prior  to  the  construction  of  the  trans-continental  lines  the 
great  bulk  of  eastern  merchandise  consumed  on  the  Pacific 
coast  was  conveyed  to  its  destination  in  ocean  vessels  either 
around  Cape  Horn  or  by  the  Isthmus  of  Panama.  This 
resulted  in  an  established  commerce  by  those  routes  between 
Atlantic  and  Pacific  ports.  When  the  railroads  were  built 
they  were  able  to  participate  in  this  trade  only  by  offering 
rates  which,  all  things  considered,  were  more  advant^ageous  to 
shippers  than  those  afforded  by  the  water  lines.  TheA  was 
the  obvious  condition  upon  which  they  could  engage  to  any 
great  extent  in  carrying  freight  to  the  Pacific  coast.  They 
had  the  alternative  of  making  rates  which  would  attract  the 
business  or  leaving  it  mainly  to  the  ocean  carriers.  But 
while  the  inducements  held  out  by  the  railroads  have  given 
them  a  large  portion  of  this  through  traffic,  thay  have  at  nO 
time  secured  it  all.  More  or  less  has  alw^ays  gone  by  water, 
and  a  considerable  share  of  it  still  follows  the  ocean  routes 
notwithstanding  the  low  rates  offered  by  the  overland  lines. 

The  extension  of  railroad  facilities  to  the  Pacific  coast 
caused  a  large  addition  to  the  population  west  of  the  Bocky 
mountains,  and  greatly  stimulated  the  demands  of  that  terri- 
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tory  for  eastern  products.  The  volume  of  business  rapidly 
increased  and  is  all  the  while  enlarging.  The  railroads,  it 
would  seem,  are  amply  equipped  for  handling  the  entire  traffic, 
but  the  ocean  lines  have  not  been  discontinued.  The  cheaper 
cost  of  water  transportation  cannot  be  wholly  overcome  by 
the  advantages  of  rail  conveyance.  Under  the  existing  rela- 
tion between  land  and  water  rates  a  certain  amount  of  eastern 
freight  will  continue  to  reach  the  Pacific  coast  by  ocean 
carriage,  and  the  constant  opportunity  to  employ  that  mode 
of  shipment  is  an  unyielding  limitation  upon  the  through 
charges  of  the  railroad. 

Nor  is  the  quantity  of  merchandise  which  now  goes  by  water 
to  these  western  terminals  by  any  means  insignificant.  A  line 
of  steam-ships  between  New  York  and  San  Francisco  by  the 
Isthmus  of  Panama  dispatches  a  steamer  of  large  tonnage 
every  ten  days  and  has  done  so  for  a  number  of  years,  and 
numerous  sailing  vessels  take  cargoes  with  more  or  less  regu- 
larity from  Atlantic  and  foreign  ports  to  various  distributing 
points  on  the  Pacific  coast.  Several  lines  of  steamers  run 
from  San  Francisco  to  Portland  and  Puget  Sound  ports,  one 
of  them  sending  a  vessel  to  the  last  named  ports  every  five 
days,  and  two  others  every  ten  days.  Between  August,  1888 
and  April,  1889,  nineteen  shi])s  with  merchandise  cleared  from 
New  York  for  San  Francisco  and  Portland,  and  during  the 
twelve  months  ending  in  May  1891,  eight  loaded  vessels 
entered  the  port  of  Portland  sailing  directly  from  the  Atlantic 
coast.  Clipper  ships  also  make  more  or  less  frequent  voyages 
from  New  York  to  Puget  sound  ports  direct,  bringing  merch- 
andise of  various  kinds  to  Tacoma  and  Seattle  in  competition 
with  the  overland  roads.  In  addition  to  these  are  occasional 
vessels  coming  to  those  ports  for  return  cargoes  of  lumber, 
wheat,  etc.  and  willing  to  take  outgoing  freight  in  place  of 
ballast  at  almost  nominal  figures.  The  eastern  goods  con- 
vt'ved  to  these  points  by  water  are  mostly  of  the  coarser  and 
clu'aper  grades,  such  as  heavy  hardware,  groceries  and  com- 
modities of  a  similar  character ;  but  they  include,  to  some 
extent  at  least,  such  niorchaudiso  as  school  and  blank  books, 
ink,  paper,  certain  kinds  of  druj^s,  foreign  crockeiy,  notions, 
and  many  other  articles  of  general  consumption.     Part  of  this 
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traffic  comes  direct  from  the  eastern  port  of  shipment,  and 
part  of  it  is  transshipped  at  San  Francisco.  In  the  aggregate 
it  is  quite  moderate  both  in  weight  and  yalne  compared  with 
the  rail  transportation  to  these  terminals,  proba'bly  not  exceed- 
ing five  per  cent,  of  the  total  tonnage.  TThe  average  time 
required  for  a  voyage  from  New  York  around  Gape  Horn  to 
Puget  Sound  ports  is  approximately  five  months,  and  this 
circumstance  alone  gives  an  enormous  advantage  to  th^  carrier 
by  rail.  The  great  variation  in  the  length  of  ocean  voyages, 
uncertain  and  irregular  arrivals  of  sailing  vessels,  increased 
liability  to  loss  and  damage  while  in  transit,  cost  of  marine 
insurance  and  long  interval  between  date  of  shipment  and 
arrival,  with  consequent  loss  of  interest  upon  the  purchase 
price,  all  operate  against  the  general  and  constant  use  of  water 
transportation  for  such  unusual  distances.  Articles  of  a  deli- 
cate or  perishable  nature  will  rarely  take  the  ocean  routes 
when  any  other  method  of  conveyance  is  obtainable,  while  the 
great  variety  of  goods  which  are  adapted  to  a  particular  season 
or  depend  upon  the  fluctuations  of  fashon  wiU,  as  a  matter  of 
coarse,  seek  the  speedier  movement  and  more  certain  delivery 
afforded  by  the  overland  lines.  In  favor  of  the  ocean  routes, 
however,  are  their  constantly  lower  charges.  Bates  which 
would  be  ruinous  to  the  railroads  are  freely  offered  by  their 
competitors.  The  water  carriers  solict  traffic  for  transportation 
from  the  Atlantic  seaboard  to  Pacific  terminals  at  a  cost  to  the 
shipper  greatly  below  the  commodity  rates  of  these  defendants. 
Shipments  are  made  by  the  ocean  lines  at  50  to  75  cents  per 
hundred  on  many  lines  of  goods,  and  the  average  water  rate 
appears  to  be  not  more  than  half  the  rail  rate  to  the  same 
points  on  the  Pacific  coast.  Freight  is  sought  for  by  agents 
of  tlie  water  lines  at  $10  per  ton  from  New  York  to  Seattle, 
and  it  seems  to  have  been  carried  for  less  than  $9  per  ton  by 
steamer  to  Antwerp  and  thence  by  sailing  vessel  to  Paget 
Sound.*    Between  the  lower  rates  offered  by  one  carrier  and 

"^To  tliese  facts  which  are  established  by  the  testimony  in  this  case,  it  may 
not  bo  improper  to  add  that  information  subsequently  aoquired  In  other  pro- 
<'fHM lings  shows  a  much  more  extensive  use  of  water  transportation  and  muoh 
l()\v(>r  rates  by  water  lines  than  are  indicated  by  the  foregoing  statemento. 
The  {i<nual  course  of  business  at  the  present  time  Justifies  the  finding  that 
wator  transportation,  of  merchandise  adapted  to  that  mode  of  conYeyanoe, 
is  practically  available  for  shipments  from  the  Atlantic  sealKwrd  to  the  noiflo 
terminals. 
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the  greater  speed,  safety,  etc.,  afforded  by  the  other,  the  shipper 
can  choose  from  time  to  time  as  interest  seems  to  dictate. 
The  opportunity  for  choice  between  competing  modes  of 
transportation,  permanently  enjoyed  by  thes^  terminal  towns, 
places  them  in  a  very  different  relation  to  the  railroads  than 
intermediate  points  not  favored  with  a  similar  competition. 

The  investigation  of  this  case  satisfies  us,  and  we  so  find, 
that  under  existing  rates  for  land  and  water  transportation 
respectively,  the  tendency  is  in  the  direction  of  increased 
shipments  by  the  ocean  routes.  This  is  due  in  part  to  the 
improved  facilities  and  diminished  cost  of  water  carriage,  but 
still  more  to  the  enlarged  business  and  greater  financial 
strength  of  wholesale  dealers  on  the  Pacific  coast.  As  these 
terminal  points  develop  and  their  trade  becomes  more  assured 
and  important,  the  increase  of  capital  will  gradually  remove 
the  necessity  for  quick  delivery  and  speedy  sales  of  eastern 
purchases,  while  competition  with  each  other  will  more  and 
more  compel  resort  to  the  cheaper  modes  of  transportation. 

Between  the  lowest  charges  of  the  rail  carriers  and  the  rates 
accepted  by  the  water  lines  there  is  a  wide  margin  in  favor  of 
the  latter.  So  long  as  this  margin  exceeds  the  items  of  inter- 
est, insurance  and  the  like,  the  ocean  routes  will  attract  the 
patronage  of  shippers  whose  financial  condition  leaves  them 
at  liberty  to  select  the  cheapest  method  of  securing  their 
supplies.  While  the  rail  tariffs  in  question  remain  so  much 
above  the  water  rates,  it  may  be  reasonably  expected  that 
staple  goods  required  for  general  consumption  at  all  seasons 
of  the  year,  particularly  the  low-priced  and  heavy  grades  in 
which  the  traffic  is  extremely  large,  will,  so  far  as  they  are 
fairly  adapted  to  long  distance  transportation  by  water,  very 
largely  take  that  method  of  reaching  their  destination. 

12.  The  commodity  rates  accepted  by  the  defendants  on 
shipments  to  their  western  terminals  afford  them  a  margin  of 
profit  over  the  cost  of  moving  the  traffic.  Their  net  revenues 
are  increased  by  engaging  in  this  competitive  business.  Meas- 
ured by  the  income  which  these  roads  are  entitled  to  receive 
upon  the  large  outlay  required  for  their  construction,  their 
through  rates  are  not  remunerative.  Their  entire  business 
could  not  bo  done  on  the  sanu^  basis  without  financial  disaster. 
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A  certain  revenue  above  operating  expenses  b  necessary  to 
their  solvency  and  justified  by  the  original  investment.  Bui 
such  returns  would  not  be  realized  if  they  were  compelled  to 
carry  freight  to  all  points  on  their  lines  at  rates  proportioned 
to  their  through  charges,  nor  even  if  the  intermediate  rate  in 
no  case  exceeded  the  present  terminal  rate.  If  the  existing 
intermediate  or  class  rates  should  be  enforced  on  all  shipments 
to  the  Pacific,  a  large  portion  of  the  through  traffic  would  go 
to  the  ocean  earners  and  the  railroads  be  mainly  confined  to 
the  business  of  their  local  and  interior  points.  It  is  quite 
suitable,  therefore,  for  the  defendants  to  make  through  rates 
which  enable  them  to  participate  in  this  competitive  traffic, 
provided  the  receipts  therefrom  clearly  exceed  the  added  risk 
and  expense  involved  in  handling  the  business.  This  we  find  to 
be  the  general  fact  in  respect  of  the  through  rates  in  question. 

Conclusions. 

From  the  foregoing  statement  of  our  views  respecting  the 
principal  questions  of  fact  in  this  case,  it  follows  that  the 
complainants'  petition  cannot  be  sustained  so  far  as  it  seeks  to 
enforce  the  general  rule  of  the  statute  prohibiting  the  greater 
charge  for  the  lesser  distance.  The  circumstances  and  condi- 
tions under  which  through  transportation  is  effected  over  the 
lines  of  the  Northern  Pacific  to  its  western  terminals  are  sub- 
stantially different  from  those  attending  like  transportation  to 
Spokane,  such  dissimilarity  consisting  in  the  competition  at 
these  terminal  points  of  carriers  not  subject  to  the  Act.  To 
what  extent  this  competition  is  created  by  the  rates  made  and 
traffic  secured  by  the  Canadian  Pacific  road  does  not  very 
clearly  appear.  The  known  facts  concerning  that  road,  how- 
ever, are  not  wanting  in  significance.  It  is  a  foreign  railroad, 
chartered  and  subsidized  by  a  foreign  government  and  not 
directly  ameoable  to  the  regulating  authority  of  Congress.  It 
extends  entirely  across  the  continent  at  no  great  distanoe  from 
our  Northern  border,  and  is  so  located  and  connected  with 
domestic  Hues  as  to  constitute  a  prominent  factor  in  all  ques- 
tions of  transportation  between  the  eastern  and  western  seotions 
of  the  United  States.    The  circumstance  that  this  oairier  is 


•  I 
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allowed  certain  differentials  by  agreement  of  the  trans-conti- 
nental lines,  presumably  with  the  view  of  insuring  stability  of 
rates,  plainly  indicates  its  power  to  divert  traffic  from  the 
American  lines  and  the  generally  formidable  character  of  its 
competition.  How  far  the  rivalry  of  the  Canadian  Pacific 
would  excuse  the  defendants  in  making  lower  rates  to  terminal 
than  to  intermediate  points,  if  no  water  competition  existed  at 
those  terminals,  we  do  not  undertake  to  determine.  Whatever 
opinion  might  be  formed  under  such  circumstances,  it  is 
manifest  that  the  existing  situation  is  modified  in  a  consider- 
able degree  by  the  presence  of  this  foreign  railroad ;  that  it 
exercises  a  distinct  and  appreciable  influence  upon  the  rates 
in  question,  and  that  it  is  not  to  be  disregarded  in  estiinating 
the  obligations  of  the  defendants  to  the  various  localities  which 
the}'^  serve.  In  saying  this,  however  no  assumption  is  implied 
that  the  Canadian  Pacific  road  is  not  subject  to  the  Act  to  reg- 
ulate commerce,  as  to  this  competitive  traffic ;  the  observations 
are  made  without  reference  to  that  question.  This  explanation 
is  perhaps  needful  as  nothing  is  intended  to  be  here  stated  con- 
flicting in  any  respect  with  our  recent  decision  in  the  Georgia 
Railroad  Commission  cases.  Truimnell  v.  Clyde  SS.  Co,  4 
Inters.  Com.  Pep.  120. 

There  is  sharj)  disagreement  between  the  parties  both  as  to 
tlie  kind  and  volume  of  shipments  which  actually  reach  these 
Pacific  terminals  by  water,  and  as  to  the  necessary  effect  of 
water  carriage  and  water  rates  ui)on  the  proper  adjustment  of 
railroad  charges.  ^  ithout  reviewing  the  evidence  or  repeating 
the  findings  upon  that  issue,  we  are  constrained  to  hold  that 
water  competition  of  controlling;  force,  and  affecting  a  variety 
of  traffic  important  in  character  and  amount,  actually  exists  at 
those  several  terminals,  and  that  such  competition,  taken  in 
connection  with  the  competitive  position  and  attitude  of  the 
Canadian  Pacific  road,  justifies  the  defendants  in  accepting 
loss  compensation  on  eastoni  shipments  to  the  cities  of  Port- 
land, Tacoma  and  Seattle  than  they  may  lawfully  charge  on 
like  shipments  to  the  intermediate  city  of  Spokane.  The 
conditions  attending  transportation  to  the  interior  towns  are 
radi(!ally  difl'eront  with  respect  of  obtainable  rates  than  those 
governing  like  transportation  to  the  Pacific  coast.    The  carrying 
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trade  to  Spokane  is  monopolized  by  the  defendants,  but 
the  traffic  to  their  various  terminals  is  subject  to  constant  and 
controlling  competition.  The  ocean  lines  which  reach  these 
ports  furnish  independent  and  efficient  facilities  for  the  car- 
riage of  eastern  merchandise,  and  offer  their  services  at  rates 
which  the  rail  carriers  must  approximate  or  be  mainly  excluded 
from  participation  in  the  through  business.  Virtually  in  one 
case  the  railroads  exact  ''what  the  traffic  will  bear,"  in  the 
other  they  must  carry  for  what  they  can  get.  The  lower 
charge  to  competitive  points  is  fairly  excused  by  the  necessities 
of  the  case. 

While  this  conclusion  is  reached  without  serious  difficulty, 
we  have  the  impression  at  the  same  time  that  some  of  the 
commodity  rates  under  which  traffic  is  taken  to  western  ter- 
minals are  lower  than  is  necessary  to  prevent  water  lines  from 
getting  the  business,  and  that  commodity  rates  are  accorded 
to  more  or  less  articles  which  are  not  adapted  to  water  trans- 
portation and  therefore  not  subject  to  water  competition.  The 
only  justification  for  a  through  rate  less  than  the  intermediate 
rate  on  the  same  article  is  the  compulsion  of  the  rail  carriers 
to  accept  the  reduced  compensation  or  suffer  their  ocean  rivalfi 
to  perform  the  service.  Where  the  pressure  of  this  alternative 
is  not  felt  there  is  no  ground  upon  which  the  lower  terminal 
cliarge  can  be  excused.  Nothing  but  the  stress  of  unavoidable 
competition  can  legalize  the  inequality  resulting  from  higher 
rates  for  shorter  than  for  longer  hauls.  It  is  evident,  therefore, 
that  no  article  should  be  carried  to  terminal  points  at  com- 
modity rates,  which  if  the  class  rates  were  imposed,  would 
still  seek  rail  rather  than  water  transportation.  Any  violation 
of  this  rule  is  au  unjust  discrimination  against  the  intermediate 
town  compelled  to  pay  the  higher  class  rate  on  the  same  article. 
Theoretically  it  would  be  suitable  to  examine  the  entire  list  of 
commodities  with  the  view  of  ascertaining  which  of  them  in 
fact  are  practically  adapted  to  ocean  carriage,  and  to  restrict 
tlie  defendants  in  making  lower  terminal  rates  to  such  articles 
as  are  actually  subject  to  water  competition.  Merchandise 
which  would  usually  and  naturally  go  by  the  overland  lines^ 
if  the  classified  rates  were  enforced,  should  not  be  allowed  the 
more  favorable  tariffs  granted  to  strictly  competitive  buflineffn. 
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If  that  priuciple  is  regarded  the  discriminations  complained 
of  will  be  limited  to  traflSc  fairly  capable  of  conveyance  by 
either  mode,  and  the  rates  in  question  equitably  adjusted  to 
the  diflfereut  conditions  prevailing  at  terminal  and  intermediate 
points.  Moreover,  as  it  seems  to  us,  the  interests  of  the  rail 
carriers  themselves  would  be  promoted  and  their  revenues 
increased  by  adherence  to  this  policy  in  regulating  their 
charges.  But  the  evidence  upon  this  subject  permits  no  such 
minute  analysis  of  the  situation  and  furnishes  no  basis  for 
such  detailed  directions.  Upon  the  facts  before  us  we  can  do 
little  more  than  decide  the  general  question  involved  in  this 
phase  of  the  controversy  and  indicate  the  rule  which,  under 
that  decision,  should  be  rigidly  applied  in  making  lower  rates 
to  competitive  terminals  than  may  lawfully  be  maintained  at 
shorter  distance  points  where  no  other  transportation  is  avail* 
able  than  that  furnished  by  the  defendants.  The  principle  of 
relative  justice  will  not  be  observed  if  commodity  tariSis  are 
made  needlessly  low  to  prevent  traffic  from  going  by  the  ocean 
lines,  nor  if  articles  not  really  subject  to  water  competition 
are  given  through  carriage  at  commodity  rates.  Our  impres- 
sion that  this  rule  is  departed  from  in  some  cases  may  be 
erroneous,  but  even  if  w^ell  founded  the  correction  of  any 
injustice  in  this  direction  must  await  further  investigation  of 
the  facts  and  circumstances  relating  to  particular  articles  and 
the  commodity  rates  at  which  they  are  carried. 

It  should  be  understood,  therefore,  that  nothing  contained 
in  this  report  is  intended  to  formally  approve  the  present 
schedule  of  commodity  rates  to  Pacific  terminals  either  in 
detail  or  as  a  whole.  We  sustain  the  general  contention  of 
the  defendants  that  competitive  conditions  existing  at  these 
terminals  justify  a  departure  from  the  rule  which  prohibits  a 
higher  charge  for  a  shorter  than  for  a  longer  haul,  but  we  pass 
no  judgment  upon  the  necessity  or  propriety  of  any  particular 
rate.  All  questions  of  that  character  are  reserved  for  future 
iiujuiry.  If  specific  cases  of  discrimination  against  interior 
slii[4)c*rs  are  alleged  to  rrsnlt  from  these  commodity  rates, 
either  because  soni(^  article  r(KHjiv(JS  a  rate  clearly  below  the 
necessities  of  com])etition,  or  because  tJie  commodity  rate  is 
applied  to  an  articl(3  not  actually  competitive,  the  Commission 
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will  be  at  liberty  within  the  spirit  of  this  decision  to  investigate 
any  complaint  of  that  nature  and  make  such  correcting  order 
as  the  facts  may  require. 

Although  we  find  justification  for  the  defendants  in  main- 
taining higher  rates  on  shipments  to  Spokane  than  they  accept 
on  like  shipments  to  Portland  and  other  Pacific  terminals,  we 
are  at  the  same  time  clearly  conyinced  that  the  rates  now  in 
force  from  St.  Paul  and  eastern  points  to  Spokane  are  in  them- 
selves unreasonable  and  should  be  considerably  reduced.  The 
conditions  of  water  and  rail  competition  at  western  terminals 
may  compel  these  roads  to  make  through  rates  less  than  those 
justly  established  at  intermediate  places,  but  the  intermediate 
rate  must  itself  be  fair  and  reasonable.  The  Spokane  rate 
does  not  meet  this  requirement ;  we  are  satisfied  that  it  is 
excessive.  It  discriminates  against  those  who  are  compelled 
to  pay  it,  not  because  lower  rates  are  granted  to  towns  at 
greater  distance  from  St.  Paul,  but  because  under  all  the  cir- 
cumstances it  is  unreasonably  high ;  and  our  warrant  for  this 
conclusion  is  found  in  the  published  tari£Bs  and  long  continued 
practices  of  the  railroads  themselves.  In  connection  with 
other  carriers  they  have  promulgated  and  for  years  maintained 
certain  class  rates  on  braffic  to  Pacific  terminals  which  are 
identical  with  their  rates  on  shipments  terminating  at  Spokane. 
Their  standing  proposition  is  to  carry  at  these  class  rates  to 
their  several  terminals  regarded  as  noncompetitive  points.  In 
eifect  they  say,  we  should  charge  these  class  rates  and  no  more 
for  transportation  of  all  kinds  to  our  Pacific  terminals,  if  there 
was  no  competition  for  the  carrying  trade  to  those  points,  and 
we  would  be  willing  in  the  absence  of  such  competition  to 
perform  the  service  for  that  compensation.  This  is  equivalent 
to  a  declaration  on  their  part  that  the  class  rates  afford  reason- 
able and  adequate  remuneration  for  hauling  traffic  to  the  Pacific 
coast.  They  profess  now  to  charge  the  class  rates  on  all 
articles  not  suited  to  water  carriage  and  for  that  reason  not 
subj(^ct  to  water  competition,  and  they  excuse  the  lower  oom- 
modity  rates,  on  through  shipments  solely  on  the  ground  of 
such  competition.  They  must  be  deemed  to  admit,  therefore, 
that  only  the  present  class  rates  Fouldbe  expected  for  carrying 
to  their  various  terminals  if  those  terminals  w6re  noncompetitive 
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points  under  similar  conditions  to  tLose  existing  at  Spokane. 
In  shoii;  tlie  class  rate  is  concededly  fair  compensation  for 
through  carriage  to  the  Pacific.  But  if  the  class  rate  is 
reasonable  and  compensatory  for  canying  to  Portland,  must 
not  the  same  rate  for  carrying  only  to  S^^okane  be  excessive 
and  unreasonable  ?  If  that  rate  sufficiently  rewards  the  canier 
for  the  greater  servico,  is  not  the  lesser  service  clearly  over- 
paid? Bearing  in  mind  the  great  diflerence  in  the  distances  of 
these  towns  from  eastern  points,  and  the  difficult  grades  over 
the  intervening  Cascades,  a  rate  which  is  admitted  to  be  enough 
for  the  longer  haul  would  seem  little  less  than  extortionate  for 
the  shortiu'.  There  can  be  no  justification  for  applying  the 
same  tarifts  to  plactjs  so  far  apart  as  these,  with  a  range  of 
mountains  between  them,  when  rates  are  made  without  refer- 
ence to  competitive  conditions  at  the  longer  distance  point* 
The  scheme  of  tarifi'  construction  by  which  uniform  charges 
are  made  to  all  points  between  the  eastern  line  of  Washington 
and  the  city  of  Portland,  a  distance  of  more  than  five  hundred 
and  sixty  miles,  carries  on  its  face  the  presumption  of  injustice. 
A  "blanket''  of  such  extraordinary  dimensions  must  cover  a 
multitude  of  transportation  sins. 

Moreover,  the  groat  disparity-  in  this  case  between  through 
and  intt^-nuidiate  ratios  tends  strongly  to  prove  the  unreason- 
ableness of  the  latter.  The  Northern  Pacific  would  not  be 
competin*:;  for  terminal  business  at  these  low  commodity  rates 
if  tli(\v  did  not  yield  a  margin  of  profit  over  the  cost  of  per- 
forming the  service.  Clrauted  that  those  rates  applied  to  all 
the  traffic  of  tliis  eompany  would  not  produce  the  revenue  to 
which  it  is  entitled— and  wo  have  so  fcmnd — nevertheless  the 
earnings  on  eom])etitiv(^  business  exceed  the  additional  expense 
incurred  in  its  transportation.  Something,  the  carrier  asserts, 
is  made  on  this  traffic  over  the  cost  of  "physical  movement." 
That  is  the  fact  relied  upon  to  excuse  the  lower  rates  on 
through  slii])nients  and  constitutes  tlu^  ground  upon  which  the 
policy  of  the  railroads  is  defended.  But  if  it  is  profitable  even 
to  that  extent  to  carry  nierchandist^  of  every  grade  2056  miles 
to  Portland  at  an  average  compcaisaticm  of  about  §30  per  ton, 
must  there  not  be,  in  tlu^  broadest  sense,  an  unreasonable  profit 
in  taking    >?.V2  a  ton   for  carrying  the  same  merchandise  to 
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Spokane  a  distance  of  only  1512  miles?  If  a  rate  of  less  than  one 
and  a  half  cents  per  ton  per  mile  yields  a  desirable  margin 
over  the  bare  cost  of  moving  the  traffic,  may  we  not  fairly  in- 
fer that  a  rate  of  nearly  three  and  a  half  cents  per  ton  per  mile 
pays  an  unwarranted  return  upon  the  whole  investment?  The 
difference  between  these  figures  is  too  great  to  permit  the  lower 
charge  to  be  justified  by  the  rule  of  expediency  without  con- 
demning the  higher  charge  by  the  rule  of  reasonable  compen- 
sation. The  fact  that  through  business  is  sought  at  these  ter- 
minal rates  leaves  no  doubt  in  our  minds  that  the  Spokane 
rate  is  excessive. 

This  conclusion  seems  quite  inevitable  when  comparison  is 
made  between  rates  to  Spokane  and  rates  to  Missoula  and 
points  further  east.  The  distance  from  St.  Paul  to  Missoula 
is  1254  miles,  only  258  miles  less  than  to  Spokane,  yet  the  differ* 
euce  in  first  class  rates  is  ninety  cents  per  hundred  pounds^ 
viz :  $3.50  to  Spokane  and  $2.60  to  Missoula.  Bates  on  the 
other  classes  differ  in  about  the  same  proportion.  From  every 
point  of  view  the  Missoula  rate  is  materially  lower  than  the 
Spokane  rate,  and  no  substantial  reason  appears  for  this  strik- 
ing inequality.  The  increased  distance  to  Spokane  is  about 
20  per  cent,  of  the  distance  to  Missoula,  but  the  increase  in 
rate  for  this  distance  is  nearly  35  per  cent,  of  the  Missoula 
rate.  Under  the  ordinary  and  suitable  rules  of  tariff  con- 
struction, rates  per  ton  per  mile  diminish  as  distances  increase 
but  Spokane's  rate  per  ton  per  mile  is  considerably  greater 
tlian  Missoula's,  as  great  in  fact  as  Livingston's,  only  two 
thirds  the  distance  from  St.  Paul.  The  increase  in  first  class 
charges  from  Livingston  to  Missoula  is  only  25  cents  per 
hundred  though  the  distance  is  nearly  as  great  as  from  Mis- 
soula to  Spokane.  The  increase  from  Miles  City  to  Livingston^ 
a  distance  of  263  miles,  is  65  cents,  and  this  is  the  largest  in- 
crease between  any  points  east  of  Missoula  at  similar  distances 
from  each  other.  In  brief  the  rates  of  the  Northern  Pacific 
are  built  up  much  faster  from  Missoula  to  Spokane  than  on 
any  other  portion  of  its  line,  though  nothing  appears  in  the 
way  of  more  expensive  construction  or  operation  between  these 
points  to  account  for  the  relatively  greater  rates  charged  for 
the  longer  haul.    The  same  classification  is  used  to  both  points^ 
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aud  the  only  vuriatiou  from  the  comparative  figures  contained 
iu  the  table  set  forth  iu  the  fiudings  is  iu  cases  where  the  Trans- 
continental Association  rate  through  to  the  Pacific,  plus  the 
local  rate  1)ack  to  Spokane,  makes  a  less  rate  than  those  figures 
give  to  Spokane ;  in  such  cases  the  lower  rate  is  applied.  Bu* 
the  instances  must  be  quite  rare  when  a  combination  of  through 
and  local  rates  materially  improves  the  situation  of  the  Spokane 
jobber,  since  the  rates  to  all  points  west  of  Spokane  are  subject 
to  the  same  exception,  so  that  when  the  local  rate  back  is  used 
in  making  the  through  rate  to  Spokane  a  still  lower  local  is 
used  in  making  the  through  rate  to  the  points  west  of  that 
town. 

The  rates  to  Spokane  and  Missoula  respectively  might  be 
compared  indefinitely  and  from  every  standpoint,  without  find- 
ing any  ground  upon  which  the  Spokane  rate  can  be  upheld. 
The  more  it  is  contrasted  with  the  rates  which  Missoula  re- 
ceives, and  even  with  those  granted  to  Livingston,  Miles  City 
and  other  places,  the  more  indefensible  does  it  appear.  What- 
ever rule  is  applied  or  test  resorted  to  confirms  the  belief  that 
it  is  relatively  and  inherently  unjust.  The  fact  that  more 
favorable  rates  have  long  been  accepted  by  the  defendants  for 
carrying  merchandise  to  these  other  places,  where  the  general 
conditions  competitive  and  otherwise  are  substantially  similar 
to  those  existing  at  Spokane,  is  sufficient  proof  that  the  trans- 
portation charges  imposed  upon  the  latter  town  are  so  clearly 
excessive  as  to  constitute  a  violation  of  the  law  which  requires 
all  rates  to  be  fair  and  reasonable. 

The  amount  of  reduction  to  which  Spokane  is  entitled  can- 
not easily  be  determined.  Tlicre  may  be  general  agreement 
that  the  present  tarifl'  is  too  high,  and  great  conflict  of  opinion 
as  to  liow  much  it  should  be  reduced.  Any  relieving  order 
containing  definite  directions  in  that  regard  must  be  more  or 
less  arbitrary.  Between  the  opposing  interests  of  the  defend- 
ants on  the  one  hand  and  the  Spokane  shijipers  on  the  other, 
wo  must  dticide  as  fairly  as  we  are  able  by  prescribing  for  this 
locality  such  maximum  rates  as  on  the  whole  best  accord  with 
our  judgment.  AVo  arc  largely  influenced  in  the  conclusions 
we  liav(^  reached  by  the  classified  rates  which  the  railroads 
have  voluntarily  fixed  for  transportation  to  the  Pacific  coast 
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and  by  the  measure  of  compensation  which,  with  equal  free- 
dom, they  have  so  long  accepted  on  shipments  to  Missonla 
and  other  points  east  of  Spokane.  Between  the  lower  schedule 
to  the  latter  places  and  the  uniform  rates  now  extending  from 
the  Idaho  line  to  Portland,  there  must  be  an  intermediate 
scale  which  approximates  justice  to  both  shipper  and  carrier. 
The  practical  basis  we  have  decided  to  adopt  is  a  percentage 
reduction  from  the  classified  rates  now  applied  equally  ta 
Spokane  and  the  Pacific  coast ;  our  conviction  being  that  & 
fixed  relation  between  intermediate  rates  to  Spokane  and  clasa 
rates  to  the  terminals  is  the  most  equitable  theory  upon  which 
a  re-adjustment  can  be  effected.  If  the  great  bulk  of  terminal 
traffic  was  governed  by  the  class  rates  now  in  force,  so  thai 
those  rates  measured  the  compensation  actually  received  for 
through  transportation,  |we  should  have  littie  hesitation  in 
holding  that  the  Spokane  rate  should  not  be  much  below 
ninety  per  cent  of  the  class  rate  to  the  terminals.  But  in 
point  of  fact  comparatively  littie  of  the  through  business  paya 
the  classified  rates  ;  the  main  volume  of  rail  shipments  to  the 
Pacific  takes  the  lower  commodity  rates  made  necessary  by 
water  competition.  The  class  rates,  therefore,  are  littie  more 
than  nominal  so  far  as  through  traffic  is  concerned.  To  base 
the  Spokane  reduction  solely  on  those  rates  is  to  assume  their 
reasonableness  for  through  transportation  if  they  were  in  fact 
obtained  on  a  large  portion  of  the  business,  and  to  apply  a 
rule  which,  under  existing  conditions,  would  not  insure  relative 
justice  to  Spokane.  That  being  the  main  purpose  to  be  kept 
in  view,  we  cannot  overlook  the  long  list  of  commodity  ratea 
which  are  freely  accepted  for  carriage  to  terminal  points,. 
because  those  rates  are  of  material  and  unmistakable  value  in 
determining  what  is  just  compensation  for  the  shorter  haul. 
Taking  into  account  the  respective  rates  actually  established 
at  terminal  and  intermediate  points,  and  the  wide  difference 
between  class  and  commodity  rates  on  the  principal  articles 
to  which  they  are  applied,  a  greater  reduction  is  required  at 
Spokane  than  its  distance  and  location  would  warrant  if  the 
class  rates  were  in  fact  enforced  on  shipments  to  the  Pacific. 
We  must  have  regard  also,  in  seeking  the  proper  differential 
for  Spokane,  to  the  tariff  rates  maintained  at  Missoula  and. 
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poiiits  further  east  where  the  eireiimstances  and  conditions 
appear  to  be  substantially  the  same.  The  result,  in  a  word, 
must  be  arrived  at  upon  an  examination  of  the  entire  field  and 
ii  survey  of  the  whole  situation.  These  considerations  lead  to 
the  conclusion  that  the  Spokane  rate  should  be  approximately 
eighteen  per  cent  bek)w  the  rates  now  in  force  at  that  point, 
and  should  not  materially  exceed  eighty-two  per  cent,  of  the 
present  class  rates  to  Pacific  terminals,  the  latter  being  used 
as  a  convenient  basis  for  fixing  the  reduction  at  Spokane. 
For  the  purpose  of  avoiding  fractions,  and  because  there  may 
be  some  reason  why  the  reduction  in  first  class  rates  should 
be  under  rather  than  over  the  percentage  named,  the  general 
basis  may  be  so  far  modified  as  to  give  the  following  figures, 
as  a  maximum  reasonable  rate,  for  each  of  the  several  classes, 
viz:  Class  1,  S2.90;  2,  S2.4();  3,  ?2.05;  4,  S1.64;  5,  $1.44;  A, 
§1.44;  B,  n.28;  C,  S1.02;  D,  S0.90;  E,  S0.74. 

We  undertake  no  demonstration  of  the  exact  correctness  of 
this  conclusion.  We  take  into  account  the  geographical  posi- 
tion of  Spokane  between  Missoula  on  the  east  and  Pacific 
points  on  the  west,  and  make  that  division  between  the  rates 
now  applied  to  these  respec^tive  localities  which,  all  things 
considered,  we  deem  just  and  fair  to  Spokane  and  best  calcu- 
lated to  produce  ecpiitable  results.  It  may  be  that  the  prac- 
tical operation  of  these  rates  will  disclose  the  propriety  of 
some  alterations,  but  that  can  be  determined  only  by  the  test 
of  experience,  in  the  light  of  which  the  rates  can  be  re-adjusted 
upon  the  npplicatiou  of  either  party.  Our  idea  is  to  make  the 
Spokane  rate  a  definite  ])ercentage  of  the  class  rate  to  the 
Pacific,  and  we  have  fixed  the  relation  which,  under  present 
conditions,  is  most  in  harmony  with  our  convictions.  In  case 
the  cliiss  rates  to  western  terminals  are  reduced,  there  should 
be  a  corresponding  reduction  in  rates  to  Spokane,  unless  such 
retluction  should  greatly  increase  the  volume  of  shipments  at 
classified  rates  to  Pacific  terminals,  in  which  case  the  proper 
relation  between  Spokane  and  the  terminals  on  such  traffic 
can  l)c  further  considered.  Tiiis  ruling  will  not  apply  to  the 
<*ommodity  rat(^s  now  accorded  to  S])okane  nor  will  it  excuse 
tli(*  defendants  in  withdrawing  or  increasing  such  commodity 
rates. 
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This  decibiou  will  (ipplj  not  only  to  rates  from  St.  Paul  nud 
other  eastern  terminals  of  thei  defendants,  but  is  intended  to 
iuclude  directions  for  a  proportiouate  reduction  in  the  grouped 
rates  from  points  east  of  St,  Paul,  so  far  as  they  are  applied 
to  Spokane  traffic.  The  railroads  which  join  with  the  defend- 
niits  in  making  these  rates  were  not  made  parties  to  this 
proceeding ;  hut  the  case  will  be  reopened,  if  necessary,  for 
the  purpose  of  bringing  them  in,  to  th«  end  that  all  carriers 
aft'ected  may  bo  bound  by  the  order  herein  unless  cause  be 
shown  for  a  different  ruling. 

It  is  quite  apparent  that  a  reduction  of  Spokane  rates  in 
compliance  with  this  decision  will  require  some  modification 
in  rates  to  shorter  distance  points  to  avoid  infraction  of  the 
long  and  short  haul  clause  of  the  statute.  Tliis  will  especially 
be  the  case  on  the  line  of  the  Union  Pacific  between  Pendleton 
and  Spokanp,  to  both  of  which  towns  the  rates  on  that  road 
are  the  same.  The  lines  of  the  defendants  in  this  territory 
are  practically  parallel,  the  Northern  Pacific  reaching  Pendle- 
ton through  Spoliiine,  and  the  Union  Pacific  reaching  Spokane 
through  Peiidltiton  ;  but  whatever  embarassment  may  result 
from  this  situation  must  be  met  in  the  first  instance  by  the 
railroads  themselves. 

The  contention  of  counsel  that  this  Commission  has  no 
authority  over  the  rates  of  the  Northern  Pacific  railroad,  by 
reason  of  certain  provisions  iu  its  charter,  has  already  been 
considered  iu  another  proceeding  against  that  company  where 
the  same  defense  was  iutei-posed.  Raworth  v.  Northern  Pacific 
Ji.  Co.  3  inters.  Com.  Kep.  857. 

The  opinion  of  the  Commission  in  that  case  reviews  the 
argument  by  which  this  claim  of  immunity  is  supported,  and 
rejects  the  proposition  as  demonstrably  unsound.  The  ques- 
tion will  not  be  discussed  in  this  report  further  than  to  add  a 
single  suggestion.  The  language  mainly  relied  upon  to  sustain 
the  position  is,  ".  .  .  and  they  (the  Board  of  Directors) 
shall  from  time  to  time  fix,  determine  and  regulate  the  fares, 
tolls  and  chjirges  to  be  received  and  paid  for  transportation  of 
persons  and  property  on  said  road  or  any  part  thereof." 

Does  this  provision  add  anything  to  the  incidental  and 
essential  powers  which  are  inherent  in  the  nature  of  such  a 
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corporation  ?    If  this  express  declaration  were  omitted,  would 
not  the  same  authority  exist  by  necessary  implication  ? 

The  right  to  construct  and  operate  a  railroad,  whether 
acquired  under  general  laws  or  by  special  enactment,  includes. 
and  carries  with  it  the  implied  right  to  fix  and  collect  compen- 
sation for  its  services.  In  the  absence  of  statutory  restrictions 
there  is  no  limitation  upon  this  authority  except  the  common 
law  rule  of  reasonable  charges.  It  seems  to  us,  therefore,  that 
the  chai*ter  of  this  company  confers  no  peculiar  or  exclusive 
control  over  its  rates  and  charges,  because,  in  the  absence  of 
the  express  authority  contained  in  the  paragraph  quoted,  ita 
Board  of  Directors  would  have  the  same  power  in  all  respects 
that  they  now  possess  to  "fix,  determine  and  regulate,  the  fares, 
tolls  and  charges"  in  question.  We  adhere  to  the  ruling  in 
the  Kaworth  ease  and  hold  that  the  Northern  Pacific  road, 
notwithstanding  those  provisions  in  its  charter,  is  subject  like 
all  other  interstate  carriers  to  the  authority  conferred  by  Con-^ 
gress  in  the  Act  to  regulate  commerce. 

There  are  some  features  of  the  case  more  or  less  novel  and 
interesting,  which  are  not  referred  to  in  this  opinion,  because 
want  of  time  and  the  necessary  length  of  our  report  confine  the 
discussion  to  questions  actually  decided.  We  have  attempted 
only  to  set  forth  the  material  facts  upon  which  the  controversy 
depends  and  the  general  reasons  which  have  induced  our  con- 
clusions. As  some  little  time  may  be  required  for  a  revision 
of  tariffs  and  re-adjustment  of  rates  in  conformity  with  this 
decision,  a  reasonable  interval  will  be  allowed  for  that  purpose. 
Reducing  our  determination  to  the  form  of  specific  directions, 
the  order  of  the  Commission  in  this  proceeding  is  stated  as 
follows : 

1.  The  defendants  herein,  by  reason  of  the  competition  at 
tlieir  Pacific  terminals  of  carriers  not  subject  to  the  Act  to 
regulate  commerce,  may  make  commodity  rates  on  competi- 
tive traffic  to  those  terminals  which  are  less  than  their  rates 
on  like  traffic  to  Spokane ;  but  such  commodity  rates  must  not 
be  lower  than  are  necessary  from  time  to  time  to  meet  such 
competition,  nor  allowed  in  any  case  on  articles  not  actually 
subject  thereto. 
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2.  In  the  matter  of  car-load  rates,  mixed  car-load  lots  at 
car-load  rates,  minimum  weight  of  shipments  entitled  to  car- 
load rates,  and  in  all  other  respects,  the  defendants  and  each 
of  them  will  famish,  provide  and  allow  the  same  priyileges, 
facilities  and  advantages  on  shipments  to  Spokane  as  are  or' 
may  be  at  any  time  famished,  provided  or  allowed  on  like 
shipments  to  Portland  or  other  Pacific  terminals. 

3.  On  or  before  the  first  day  of  January,  1893,  the  defendants 
in  this  case  and  each  of  them  will  prepare,  publish  and  put  in 
effect  tariff  rates  on  all  classified  traffic  from  their  eastern 
terminals  to  Spokane  which  shall  be  approximately  eighteen 
per  cent,  less  than  the  tariffs  now  in  force  at  that  point,  and 
shall  not  materially  exceed  eighty-two  per  cent  of  the  class 
rates  now  applied  both  to  Spokane  and  the  Pacific  terminals; 
and  thereafter  the  defendants  will  not,  nor  will  either  of  them, 
charge,  collect  or  receive  for  transportation  from  their  eastern 
terminals  to  Spokane  a  greater  sum  or  amount  than  the  rates 
fixed  and  prescribed  by  such  reduced  tariffs. 

The  following  named  rates  on  each  of  the  ten  classes 
respectively  shall  be  deemed  a  compliance  with  this  require- 
ment, viz :  Class  1,  $2.90 ;  2,  $2.46 ;  3,  $2.05 ;  4,  $1.64;  5,  $1.44 ; 
A,  $1.44 ;  B,  $1.28 ;  C,  $1.02  ;  D,  $0.90;  E,  $0.74. 

In  case  of  any  reduction  in  class  rates  to  Pacific  terminals 
a  further  and  corresponding  reduction  will  be  made  on  like 
shipments  to  Spokane  except  as  provided  in  the  foregoing 

opinion. 

This  order  will  apply  not  only  to  rates  from  St.  Paul  and 
other  eastern  terminals  of  the  defendants,  but  is  intended  to 
include  directions  for  a  corresponding  reduction  in  the  grouped 
rates  from  points  east  of  St.  Paul  so  far  as  they  are  applied  to 
Spokane  traffic.  As  the  railroads  which  join  with  the  defend- 
ants in  making  these  rates  have  not  been  made  parties  to  this 
proceeding,  the  case  will  be  reopened,  if  necessaiy,  for  the 
purpose  of  bringing  them  in,  to  the  end  that  all  earners  affected 
may  be  bound  by  this  order  unless  cause  be  shown  for  a 
different  ruling. 

In  this  report  and  opinion  all  the  C!ommi8Bioner8  oonoiir. 
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THE  POTTER  MANUFACTUKING  COMPANY  F.  THE 
CHICAGO  &  GKAND  TRUNK  RAILWAY  COM- 
PANY;  THE  ATCHISON,  TOPEKA  &  SANTA  FE 
RAILROAD  COMPANY,  AND  THE  SOUTHERN 
PACIFIC  COMPANY. 


Complaint  filed  October  17,  1801.— Answers  filed  November  2  to  November 
10,  1891.— Decided  December  9,  1892. 


1.  Continuance  of  a  sj'stem  of  unjust  rates  cannot  be  required  or  excused 
on  the  ground  that  parties  have  made  investments  and  entered  into  the 
business  affected  thereby  on  the  faith  of  assurances  from  carriers  of  their 
maintenance,  althouj^h  a  change  might  work  injury  to  the  parties  whom 
su(.'h  rates  had  unduly  favored. 

2.  An  advantage,  resulting  from  just  rates  coupled  with  the  enterprise  and 
outlay  necessary  to  utilize  them,  is  legitimate,  and  carriers  should  not 
imdertake  to  deprive  a  shipper  of  this  advantage  by  a  change  of  such 
rates. 

3.  A  rate  on  a  particular  class  of  goods  which  is  unreasonable  or  discrimin- 
atory in  itself,  is  not  justifiable  on  the  ground  that  the  same  rate  is  given 
another  (and  In  this  case  a  competitive)  class  of  goods  and  as  applied  to 
the  latter  is  liberal  and  advantageous. 

4.  The  (luestion  as  to  correct  weights  and  shipments,  as  between  carrier 
and  shippc^r,  is  one  of  fact  to  be  det(»rmined  in  a  manner  just  to  both 
parties  and  as  to  which  the  ex  jHirte  action  of  either  cannot  conclude  the 
other. 

5.  Taking  into  consid<»ration  the  difference  in  value  of  the  unfinished  and 
finished  cheap  bedroom  sets  involved  in  this  case  and  the  greater  tonnage 
per  carload  which  can  be  hauhnl  of  the  former,  and  having  in  view  the 
interests  of  both  carrit^r  and  shipper,  it  is  held,  that  the  rate  on  unfinished 
i;heap  bedroom  sets  as  shipped  by  complainant  from  Lansing,  Mich.,  to 
Oakland,  Cal.,  should  not  exceed  80  per  cent,  of  whatever  rate  maybe 
adopted  for  such  sets  in  a  finished  condition. 

li,  W\  Mo)itagiie,  for  complainant. 

ir.  A.  Day,  for  Chicago  k  Grand  Trunk  Railway  Company. 

A.  B,  Brov^ne,  for  the  Atcliison,Topeka  «fe  Santa  Fe  Bailroad 

Company. 
H,  S.  BrofVfi,  for  the  Soutliern  Pacific  Company. 
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Clements,  Cornraissioner. 

The  complainant,  the  Potter  Manufacturing  Company,  is  a 

corporation  created  under  the  laws  of  Michigan  and  engaged 

in  the  manufacture  of  furniture  at  Lansing  in  that  state.    The 

defendant  railway  companies  are  common  carriers  engaged  in 

interstate  transportation  and  under  a  common  arrangement 

for   continuous  carriage  transport  the  goods  of  complainant 

from  Lansing  to  Emory,  a  station  or  switch  near  Oakland,' 

California. 
At  its  factory  in  Lansing  the  complainant  does  the  machine 

and  bench  work  on  the  furniture  and  ships  it  in  an  unfinished 
condition  to  the  Michigan  Furniture  Company  at  Emory, 
where  the  work  is  completed.  The  Michigan  Furniture  Com- 
pany  is  a  corporation  created  under  the  kws  of  California. 
While  the  Potter  Manufacturing  Company  (complainant)  and 
the  Michigan  Furniture  Company  are  distinct  corporations, 
George  N.  Potter  and  James  W.  Potter  of  Michigan,  own  two 
thirds  of  the  stock  in  each,  and  the  latter  was  organized  for 
receiving  and  finishing  in  California,  the  unfinished  furniture 
shipped  by  the  former  from  Michigan.  The  Potter  Manufac- 
turing Company  ships  no  goods  to  California  except  to  the 
Michigan  Furniture  Company.  The  freight  on  such  shipments 
is  paid  by  the  Michigan  Furniture  Company  and  the  transac- 
tion is  a  sale  by  complainant  to  that  Company.  The  market 
for  this  furniture,  when  completed,  is  on  the  Pacific  coast. 

The  substance  of  the  complaint  is  that  the  rate  charged 
by  the  defendants  on  cheap  bedroom  sets  shipped  by  the 
complainant  in  an  nnfinish^  condition  from  Lansing  to  the 
Michigan  Furniture  Company  at  Emory  is  the  same  as  that  on 
such  bedroom  sets  in  a  finished  condition  and  that  this  is  an 
unjust  discrimination  against  complainant's  shipments  which 
consist  for  the  most  part  of  cheap  unfinished  sets,  in  favor  of 
shippers  of  completed  sets  and  gives  an  undue  or  unreasonable 
preference  to  the  traffic  in  such  finished  furniture  over  that  in 
such  unfinished  furniture. 

The  rate  complained  of  was  fixed  by  the  Transcontinental 
Association  Tariff  No.  34,  which  became  effective  Sept.  21, 
1891.     Li  that  Tariff, 
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"  Furnitnre,  as  from  machine  or  bench,  K.  D.,  unfiniahedy  in 
the  white,  not  mahogany,  rosewood,  ebony,  black  walnut, 
maple  or  cherry,  minimum  weight  of  24,000  lbs,  per  car  not 
exceeding  30  ft.  in  length  inside  measurement,  proportionate 
minimum  weight  to  apply  on  cars  in  excess  of  30  ft.  in  length," 
is  charged  a  rate  of  $1.30  per  hundred  pounds,  and  the  same 
rate  is  fixed  for 

"Bedroom  sets,  not  mahogany,  rosewood,  ebony,  black 
walnut  or  cherry,  consisting  of  six  pieces,  bedstead,  bureau, 
wash-stand,  small  table  and  two  chairs,  actual  value  $25.00  or 
less  per  set ;  or  three  pieces,  bedstead,  bureau  and  washstand, 
actual  value  $20.00  or  less  per  set,  O.  B.  chafing  and  breakage, 
minimum  weight  20,000  lbs." 

In  the  above  item  of  the  Tariff  relating  to  unfinished  furni- 
ture, the  minimum  weight  is  fixed  at  24,000  lbs.  "per  car  not 
exceeding  30  ft.  in  length  inside  measurement."  This  is 
objected  to  by  complainant  as  an  unjust  discrimination.  It 
was  announced  at  the  hearing  (April  8,  1892)  by  counsel  for 
defendants,  that  the  limitation  as  to  length  of  car  had  been 
done  away  with,  and  it  appears  to  have  been  omitted  in 
Transcontinental  Association  Tariff  No.  36,  effective  July  18, 
1892. 

In  this  Tariff  the  item  as  to  finished  bedroom  sets  is  also 
changed  by  the  substitution  of  sets  of  four  pieces  (chairs  being 
left  out)  of  value  of  $25.00  or  less,  for  sets  of  six  pieces,  and  by 
the  addition  of  sets  of  two  pieces,  bedstead  and  bureau,  of 
value  of  $16.50  or  less.  It  may  be  noted  that  this  substitution 
of  sets  of  four  pieces  for  sets  of  six  was  made  after  the  testi- 
mony in  this  case  had  been  taken  and  that  John  H.  Potter 
testified,  among  other  things,  that  the  Michigan  Furniture  Co. 
(of  which  he  was  a  stockholder)  did  not  handle  chairs  at  all 
and  made  all  its  price  lists  on  four  piece  sets.  In  the  latter 
Tariff  mixed  carloads  of  the  cheap  bedroom  sets  of  minimum 
weight  of  20,000  lbs.  are  also  provided  for  at  the  rate  of  $1.30 
per  hundred  pounds. 

As  to  all  finished  bedroom  sets  except  the  cheap  ones  above 
specified,  the  rate  is  $2.75  per  hundred  pounds  from  Michigan 
points.  At  the  time  (Sept.  21, 1891)  when  Tariff  No.  34,  under 
which  finished  and  unfinished  cheap  bedroom  sets  have  ihe 
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8ame  rate,  was  adopted,  and  prior  thereto,  there  was  no  dis* 
tinction  made  in  the  matter  of  rates  between  cheap  and  costly 
bedroom  sets,  the  rate  at  that  date  being  $2.76  on  cheap  sets 
as  well  as  on  the  more  costly,  and  the  change  was  brooght 
about  by  reducing  the  rate  on  the  cheap  bedroom  sets  from 
$2.75  per  hundred  pounds  to  $1.30.  At  the  same  time  the  rate 
on  such  unfinished  sets  was  reduced  from  $1.36  per  hundred 
pounds  to  $1.30.  These  redactions  amount  to  $1.46  on  finished 
and  5  cents  on  unfinished  sets. 

Prior  to  Sept.  21,  1891,  a  distinction  in  rates  as  between 
finished  and  unfinished  cheap  sets  had  been  observed,  the  rate 
on  the  former  having  been  materially  higher  than  that  on  the 
latter.  The  following  table  gives  the  rates  as  they  appear 
from  a  sworn  statement  furnished  by  J.  W.  Potter,  General 
Manager  of  complainant,  and  not  controverted,  at  the  dates 
named  therein  on  shipments  of  these  two  classes  of  freight  to 
Oakland : 

T\^4^r.  R*^t®  "Rate  Bv^,« 

^^*®  Unfinished     Finished  ^^"^ 

May.  1886 9  .70  fl.60  Chicago 

April,  2,  1887 80  1.60 

July,  1887 96  2.10 

August,  1887 1.02  2.10  Factory 

March.  1888 1.11  2.10 

September  1,  iaS8 1.20  8.50T.C. 

October  22.  188J) 1.28  2.75 

January  15.  1891 1.35  2.75  " 

September  21.  1891 1.30  1.80  *' 

The  change,  making  the  rate  on  finished  cheap  bedroom 
sets  the  same  as  that  on  unfinished  furniture,  went  into  effect^ 
as  before  stated,  Sept.  21, 1891,  but  it  was  determined  upon  at 
tlie  June  session,  1891,  of  the  Transcontinental  Association, 
and  this  fact  appears  to  have  become  known  to  the  trade. 
The  evidence  tends  to  show  that  in  anticipation  of  the  change 
tliere  was  a  large  falling  off  during  July  and  August,  1891,  in 
the  business  of  the  complainant  in  the  shipment  of  unfinished 
clieap  bedroom  sets  to  the  Michigan  Furniture  Company  at 
Emory  and  in  the  business  of  the  latter  company  in  such  sets, 
and  after  the  new  rate  became  effective,  there  was  a  still 
grcciter  decrease,  if  not  a  total  discontinuance,  of  such  ship- 
ments by  the  complainant.  There  were  very  few  (if  any,  bo- 
sides  complainant)  furniture  companies  or  dealers  in  California 


618  INTERSTATE   COMMERCE   COMMISSION   REPORTS. 

that  were  prepared  for  manufacturing  unfinished  furniture 
at  Michigan  points  and  shipping  it  in  that  condition  for 
completion  and  sale  in  the  California  and  other  Pacific  coast 
markets,  and  the  high  rate  on  finished  cheap  furniture  pre- 
vented its  importation  to  any  extent.  These  dealers,  therefore, 
bought  a  large  proportion  of  their  cheap  furniture  from  com- 
plainant's consignee,  the  Michigan  Furniture  Company.  Since 
the  adoption  of  the  now  rate  on  cheap  bedroom  sets  finished^ 
the  shipment  of  these  sets  from  Michigan  and  Wisconsin  to 
the  Pacific  coast  has  greatly  increased.  One  witness  states 
that  the  importation  of  that  class  of  goods  by  the  California 
dealers  has  become  tenfold  greater.  It  appears  that  the 
reduction  of  the  rate  on  completed  sets  was  asked  for  by  the 
Pacific  coast  furniture  men,  who  represented  that  "  the  $2.75 
rate  on  cheap  bedroom  sets  was  prohibitory  and  precluded 
their  importing  that  grade  of  furniture,"  and  the  General 
Freight  Agent  of  the  Southern  Pacific  Company  states  that  in 
granting  the  reduction  the  object  of  the  roads  was  to  "give  these 
people  (Pacific  coast  traders)  an  opportunity  of  competing  with 
the  other  good  people  that  were  bringing  their  goods  here  in 
unfinished  form  and  completing  them  on  this  (Pacific)  coast." 

It  is  stated  in  the  complaint  that  the  rate  of  $1.30  per  hun- 
dred pounds  on  cheap  unfinished  furniture  as  provided  in  the 
Tarifi"  of  Sept.  21, 1891,  "  has  been  and  would  still  be  satisfactory 
except  for  the  great  reduction  in  finished  sets ;"  but  it  is  claimed 
that  the  rate  for  such  unfinished  furniture  should  not,  since 
the  reduction  of  the  rate  on  finished  sets  to  $1.30  per  100 
pounds,  "  exceed  90  cents  per  hundred  pounds  from  Michigan 
points."  In  other  words  the  complaint  is,  not  of  the  rate  on 
the  unfinished  cheap  furniture  as  being  unreasonable  in  itself, 
but  of  the  alleged  discrimination  against  the  unfinished  furni- 
ture resulting  from  giving  unfinished  furniture  and  finished 
sets  the  same  rate. 

In  tlie  case  of  Bates  v.  Pennsyloania  jR,  Co,,  2  Inters.  Com. 
Rep.  715,  3  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  435,  the  complaint  was  the  reverse 
of  that  in  the  present  case.  It  appears  that  the  defendant 
carriers  in  that  case  had  for  a  long  time  maintained  the  sa7ne 
rate  ou  corn  and  its  direct  products  from  Indianapolis  to  the 
eastern  seaboard,  and  while  this  was  the  case  and  relying  upon 
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this  equal  rating,  the  complainants  and  others  had  at  and  in 
the  vicinity  of  Indianapolis  made  investments  and  entered 
upon  the  business  of  buying  and  grinding  com  and  seUing 
its  direct  products  near  eastern  seaboard  points  where  the 
principal  markets  for  such  products  existed.  Suddenly  a  dis- 
crimination was  made  between  the  two  commodities  by  reduc- 
ing the  rate  on  com  four  and  a  half  cents  per  hundred  pounds 
below  that  on  the  products.  This  resulted  in  serious  injury  to 
the  milling  industry  at  Indianapolis,  and  the  Commission  say : 
''The  market  for  the  product  being  in  the  east,  it  is  plain  that 
it  would  be  folly  to  grind  the  com  in  the  west  and  transport 
the  product  when  four  and  a  half  cents  per  hundred  pounds 
could  be  saved  by  transporting  the  com  to  the  eastern  market 
and  grinding  it  there,  when  presumably  it  could  he  done  at  abo^U 
the  same  cost  at  both  points"  It  was  accordingly  held, that  the 
reduction  of  the  rate  on  com  below  that  on  its  direct  products, 
being  '^mithmU  necessity  or  advantage  to  the  carrier  or  any  reason 
founded  on  the  character  or  condition  of  the  traffic^*  gave  the 
millers  at  the  eastern  termini  of  the  defendant  roads  an  undue 
advantage  over  the  complainants  and  other  millers  at  and  iu 
the  vicinity  of  Indianapolis  and  subjected  the  latter  to  an 
undue  disadvantage,  in  violation  of  section  3  of  the  Act  to 
regulate  commerce,  '*  notwithstanding  the  new  rate  on  com 
was  open  to  all  persons  equally  and  with  equal  service." 

In  the  present  case,  as  in  Bates  v.  Pennsylvania  JR,  Co,  2 
Inters.  Com.  Kep.  715,  3  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  435,  it  will  be  presumed 
iu  the  absence  of  proof  on  the  subject,  that  the  cost  of  manu- 
facturing; cheap  bedroom  sets  or  finishing  such  sets  when  in 
the  condition  in  which  they  are  shipped  by  complainant  from 
Lansing,  is  about  the  same  in  Michigan  and  Wisconsin  as  on 
the  Pacific  coast.  This  being  so,  and  it  being  borne  in  mind 
that  the  Potter  Manufacturing  Company  (complainant)  and 
thi^  Michigan  Furniture  Company,  although  distinct  legal 
entities,  are  practically  one  in  interest,  the  much  smaller  rate 
on  unfinished  furniture  ($1.35  per  cwt.)  than  on  finished  cheap 
sets  (S'2.75  per  cwt.)  gave  those  companies  a  very  great 
advantage  over  the  shippers  of  the  latter  from  Michigan  and 
Wisconsin.  This  advantage,  while  primarily  over  the  manu- 
facturers and  shippers  of  completed  cheap  sets  from  thop** 
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states,  operated  also  to  the  disadvantage  of  the  California  and 
Pacific  coast  jobbers  by  depriving  them  of  the  benefit  of  the 
lower  prices  which  presumably  would  have  resulted  from 
competition  on  equal  terms  between  compLainant  and  its  com- 
plement, the  Micliigau  Furniture  Company,  on  the  one  hand, 
and  the  western  manufacturers  of  such  sets  on  the  other.  The 
Pacific  coast  dealers,  therefore,  importuned  the  roads  for  a 
reduction  of  the  rate  on  finished  cheap  sets,  and  the  latter 
thereupon  adopted  a  tarift'  and  classification  which  gave  unfin- 
ished cheap  furniture  and  finished  cheap  bedroom  sets  the 
same  rate. 

All  the  complainant  asked  for  in  the  case  of  the  Chicago 
Board  of  Tradt  v.  Chicago  cfe  A.  li,  Co.^  3  Inters.  Com.  Bep. 
233,  4  I.  C.  C.  Eep.  158,  in  order  to  place  the  Chicago  packers 
on  an  equal  footing  with  the  western  packers  was  the  same 
rate  on  the  live  hog  as  on  the  hog  product,  and  all  the  Indian- 
apolis miller  claimed  in  the  Bates  case,  stipra^  as  necessary  to 
place  him  on  an  equality  with  the  seaboard  miller,  was  the 
same  rate  on  corn  and  its  direct  products.  Under  the  princi- 
ples laid  down  in  the  latter  case,  the  lower  rates  on  unfinished 
cheap  bedroom  sets  than  on  finished  cheap  bedroom  sets 
which  prevailed  from  the  east  to  the  Pacific  coast  prior  to 
Sept.  21,  1891,  were  in  violation  of  section  3  of  the  Act  to 
regulate  commerce,  mdess  they  icere  justified  hy  ^hiecessity  or 
advayitagc  to  the  cannier'  or  some  ^^reason  founded' on  the  character 
or  condition  of  the  truj/ir.'' 

It  was  found  in  those  cases  that  these  grounds  of  justification 
were  not  shown  by  the  e\'idence  to  exist  and  the  principal 
questions  in  this  case  are,  (1),  Is  there  any  such  justification 
for  lower  rates  on  unfinished  cheap  bedroom  sets  than  on 
finished  cheap  bedroom  sets  on  shipments  thereof  over  the 
defendant's  lines  from  tlie  east  to  tlie  Pacific  coast,  and,  (2),  If 
so,  how  much  lower  should  the  rate  be  on  the  former  than  on 
the  latter. 

As  preliminary  to  the  discussion  of  these  questions,  we 
remark  that  the  fact,  which  the  evidence  tends  to  show  and 
upon  which  great  stress  is  laid  by  complainant,  that  the  Potter 
Brotlicrs  (who  originally  conducted  the  business  in  Michigan 
and  afterwnrds  virtually  organized  the  complainant  and  the 
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Michigan  Furniture  Company)  entered  into  the  manufacture 
of  unfinished  cheap  furniture  and  made  their  investments  in 
Michigan  and  California  on  the  faith  of  assurances  by  railroad 
companies  of  low  rates  on  such  furniture  and  a  maintenance  of 
the  greatly  lower  rates  thereon  than  on  finished  goods,  is  not 
in  itself  a  sufficient  reason  for  adhering  to  such  disparity  in 
rates,  if  it  is  shown  to  be  wrong  in  principle.  In  the  case  of 
Bates  V.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.i  2  Inters.  Com.  Bep.  718,  3  I.  C. 
C.  Bep.  444,  it  is  said,  that  ''this  Commission  would  not  hold 
that  a  classification  that  was  wrong  shoijld  be  adhered  to, 
although  its  change  might  work  injury  to  individuals  whom 
the  wrong  classification  had  unduly  favored.** 

On  the  other  hand,  the  fact,  that  the  lower  rates  on  the 
unfinished  goods  shipped  by  complainant  than  on  such  goods 
iu  a  finished  condition,  gave  complainant  and  the  Michigan 
Furniture  Company  so  great  an  advantage  as  we  have  shown 
over  the  shippers  of  the  latter  does  not  authorize  a  change  in 
the  rate  making  it  the  same  on  the  two  classes,  if  the  pre- 
existing inequality  was  on  principle  just  and  proper  in  itself. 
Carriers  should  not  undertake  to  deprive  a  shipper  of  an 
advantage  resulting  from  just  rates  by  change  of  those  rates. 
An  advantage  is  legitimate,  if  it  results  from  just  rates  coupled 
with  the  enterprise  and  outlay  necessary  to  make  use  of  such 
rates.  Others  may  compete  with  the  Potters  by  doing  as  they 
have  done  and  this  will  result  in  benefit  to  the  public  by 
reducing  the  price  of  the  commodity  to  the  custohier. 

As  bearing  upon  the  question,  whether  a  lower  rate  on  com- 
plainant's unfinished  furniture  than  on  such  furniture  when 
fiuished  is  justified  by  "any  reason  founded  on  the  character 
and  condition  of  the  traffic,"  we  will  first  consider  the  relative 
values  of  the  two  articles.  The  evidence  on  this  point  is  con- 
Hictiug  and  very  indefinite.  The  machine  and  bench  work  is 
done  at  Lansing,  and  the  finishing,  which  includes  varnishing, 
at  Emory ;  at  the  latter  place,  also,  the  plate  glass  and  trim- 
mings are  furnished  and  the  goods  are  packed  for  market. 
The  cost  of  thus  completing  the  work  is  stated  by  one  witness 
to  be  about  $3.50  on  a  set  that  would  sell  for  $10.00  in  carload 
lots,  and  $7.00  on  a  set  that  would  bring  $18.00  in  carload  lots. 
Another  witness  estimates  it  to  be  .about  $1.00  on  the  cheapest 
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sets  and  $1.50  on  the  more  expensive.     We  are  of  the  opinion 
that  the  first  estimate  is  the  more  reliable.     The  evidence  is 
that  61  per  cent,  of  the  shipments  of  completed  sets  from  the 
factory  at  Emory  average  $7.50  per  set;  4  per  cent.,  $15.00; 
and  35  per  cent.,  $10.00.     These  shipments,  then,   would  not 
average  on  the  whole  over  $10.00  per  set,  and  the  cost  of  com- 
pleting the  work  at  Emory  would  not  average    over   $3.50. 
Deducting  this  from  $10.00,  we  have  the  average  value  of  the 
unfinished  sots  as  shipped  from  Lansing,  abont  $6.50  per  set. 
The  $3.50  is  the  actual  cost  of  completion,  and  no  profit  is 
included.     The  completed  sets  would  appear,  therefore,  to  be 
worth  about  50  per  cent,  more  than  the  unfinished   goods. 
The  evidence  is  that  the  completed  sets  average  about  235  lbs. 
to  the  set ;  there  is  no  evidence  as  to  the  weight  of  the  unfin- 
ished material  of  a  set  as  shipped  from  Lansing.     At  235  lbs. 
per  set  a  minimum  carload  (20,000  lbs.)  would  contain  about 
85  sets,  and  these  at  $10.00  per  set  would  be  worth  $850. 
Deducting  $3.50  per  set  (the  cost  of  finishing),  the  unfiinished 
material  for  these  sets  as  shipped  from  Lansing  would  be 
worth  about  $570.     This  is  as  definite  a  result  as  we  have 
been  able  to  arrive  at  from  the  meager  and  conflicting  evidence. 
While  it  is  far  from  satisfactory,  and  we  cannot   afiSrm  its 
accuracy,  we  are  of  the  opinion  that  the  value  of  the  unfinished 
material  as  shipped  by  complainant  is  materially  less  than 
that  of  the  finished  sets. 

Cost  of  service  and  the  carrier's  compensation  are  also 
important  elements  in  fixing  transportation  charges.  There  is 
no  evidence  as  to  the  actual  cost  of  carrying  either  the  unfin« 
ished  or  finished  furniture.  There  appears  to  be  nothing  in 
the  nature  of  the  unfinished  material  for  cheap  bedroom  sets 
as  shipped  by  complainant  or  in  the  circumstances  and  condi- 
tions attouding  its  transportation  which  calls  for  a  liigher  than 
the  average  rate  on  shipments  in  general.  The  following  table 
gives  the  estimated  cost  of  carrying  a  ton  of  freight  in  general 
a  mile  as  reported  to  this  Commission  by  the  Atchison,  Topeka 
&  Santa  Fe  and  Chicago  &  Grnnd  Trunk  companies,  for  the 
years  1888,1889,1890  and  1891,  and  the  cost  on  the  line  of  the 
Southern  Pacific  Company,  in  the  absence  of  a  report,  as  com- 
puted by  our  statistician : 
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Name  of  Road                      1888  1889  1890  1891 

CtS.  Ct8.  CtS.  Ot8. 

Atchison,  Topeka<Sb  Santa  Fe....:    .861  .866  .656  .720 

Chicago  &  Grand  Trunk 404  .411  .894  .895 

So.  Pacific  Atlantic  System 738  .972  .679  .751 

Pacific  System 829  1.024  .900 


it  n 


The  average  cost,  on  the  basis  of  the  above  figures,  of  carry- 
iug  a  ton  a  mile  on  these  roads  to  the  Pacific  coast,  was,  .698 
cents  for  1888,  .749  cents  for  1889,  .691  cents  for  1890,  and 
.672  cents  for  1891.  The  distance  from  Lansing  to  Oakland 
being  2790  miles,  the  rate  per  ton  per  mile,  at  $1.30  per 
hundred  pounds  for  the  whole  distance,  is  .931  cents.  Deduct- 
ing from  this  the  above  average  estimated  cost  of  carrying  a 
ton  a  mile  on  the  three  roads  to  the  Pacific  coast  for  the  year 
1891,  there  is  left  .259  cents,  or  over  2J  mills,  per  ton  per  mile* 
Tills  amounts  to  $7.22  per  ton  for  the  2790  miles,  and  on  a  car- 
load of  24,000  lbs.  (12  tons)  to  $86.64,  as  the  amount  per 
minimum  carload,  which  the  $1.30  rate  yields  the  defendants 
over  the  estimated  average  cost  of  carriage  in  general.  For 
the  years  1888,  1889  and  1890,  it  is  somewhat  less. 

The  complainant  introduced  in  evidence  a  statement  of 
fifteen  of  its  carload  shipments  from  Lansing  to  Oakland  during 
the  period  from  May  27  to  September  11,  1991.  The  total 
''invoice  value"  of  these  shipments  appears  to  have  been 
$14,305.52,  an  average  of  $953.66  per  carload,  and  the  total 
freight  paid  $5,502.73,  an  average  of  $366.85  per  carload  and  . 
over  38  per  cent,  of  the  average  invoice  value.  These  ship- 
ments were  made  under  the  $1.35  rate.  The  total  weight  of 
these  shipments  to  Oakland  is  given  at  403,830  lbs.  At  the 
present  rate  of  $1.30,  the  total  freight  on  that  tonnage  would 
be  S5,243.94  or  an  average  per  carload  of  $349.59,  which  ia 
over  36  per  cent,  of  the  above  average  invoice  value  per 
carload. 

The  unfinished  furniture  being  required  by  the  tariff  under 
consideration  to  be  shipped  "  knocked  down  "  (K.  D.),  a  larger 
tonnage  of  it  can  be  carried  in  a  car  of  given  dimensions  than 
of  the  finished  bedroom  sets  as  to  which  there  is  no  such 
rtH^uirement.  The  carriers,  recognizing  this,  have  fixed  the 
minimum  carload  of  unfinished  furniture  at  24,000  lbs.  and  of 
the  finished  sets  at  20,000  lbs.  These  carloads,  respectively^ 
at  the  rate  of  $1.30  per  hundred  pounds,  yield  the  carrier^ 
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S312.00  and  $260.00— being  $52.00  more  on  a  carload  of  un- 
linislied  furniture  than  on  a  carload  of  the  finished  sets.      The 
actual  weight  per  carload  of  complainant's  shipments  appears 
to  be  much  in  excess  of  the  minimum  prescribed,  as  the  weights 
of  the  fifteen  taken  at  Oakfield  and  refcn^ed  to  above  show  an 
average  per  carload  of  26,922  lbs.  and  of  four  others,  an  average 
of  39,455  lbs.     There  is  no  reliable  evidence  as  to  the  actual 
weight  of  carloads  of  finished  sets,  but  it  is  shown  that  20,000 
lbs.  and  more  of  such  sets  can  be  loaded  hi  the  cars  used  far 
their  trmxiiportation.     While  **a  carrier  should  receive  a  greater 
compensation  in  the  aggregate  for  hauling  a  carload  of  large 
tonnage  than  one  of  less  tonnage,  yet,  other  things  being  equal, 
as  a  general  rule,  the  rate  per  hundred  pounds  should  be  less 
ill  the  former  than  in  the  latter  case."     Mu7*phy^  Wdsey  cfe  Co. 
V.  Wahash  R  Co.  3  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  725,  5  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  122. 
This  principle  seems  to  have  had  almost  universal  recognition 
by  carriers  in  their  rate  sheets  and  systems  of  classification — 
the  rate  per  hundred  weight  being  less,  and  the  class  being 
lower,  other  things  being  equal,  where  a  larger  minimum  car- 
load weight  is  required.     In  the  case  of  Murphy,  Wasey  &  Co. 
}<uj)r(i,  it  was  held,  that  a  lower  than  the  existing  rate  should 
be  given  unfinished  chair  material  in  view  "particularly  of  the 
kirge  minimum  wtuglit  to  be  allowed  and  the  larger  actual 
weight  per  car  of  complainants'  shipments."     The  minimum 
weight  of  24,000  lbs.  per  carload  of  unfinished  furniture  is  not 
only  greater  than  that  fixed  for  cheap  bedroom  sets  completed 
but  also  than  that  on  nine  tenths  or  a  greater  proportion  of 
the  articles  covered  by  the  Transcontinental  Association  tari&. 
As  appears  from  the  table  of  rates  heretofore  given,  the 
defendants  for  a  number  of  years  prior    to  Sept.  21,   1891, 
maintained  rates  on  unfinished  furniture  fifty  per  cent,  or  more 
lower,  on  an  average,  than  the  rates  on  finished  furniture,  and 
they  still  keep  uj)  this  disparity  in  rates  as  between  all  unfin- 
ished and  finished  furniture  excej^t  the  unfinished  and  finished 
cluiap  bedroom  si^ts  specified  in  the  items  of  their  tariff  which 
we  have  (piotrd.     No  just  reason  has  been  shown  for  making 
the  latter  an  exception  to  tlu^  general  rule.     The  evidence  tends 
to  show  that  the  railroad  authorities  concede  that  in  the  nature 
<>f  things  a  lower  r.ite  should  be  placed  on  unfinished  and 
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finished  furniture.  The  object  of  the  roads  in  giving  anflniahed 
and  finished  cheap  bedroom  sets  the  same  rate,  appears  to 
have  been,  as  stated  by  the  Qeneral  Manager  of  the  Atlantic  & 
Pacific  Fast  Freight  Line,  "  to  shut  up  the  local  factories  on 
the  Pacific  coast,  that  were  making  this  class  of  cheap  stock 
and  especially  pine  sets"  and  thus  ''give  extra  traffic"  to  the 
defendants. 

Under  the  item  in  relation  to  "unfinished  furniture/'  there  is 
no  limitation  as  to  value  or  character  of  such  furniture,  except 
as  to  the  kind  of  wood  to  be  used  in  its  manufacture.  This 
authorizes  the  shipment  at  the  $1.30  rate  of  expensive  as  well 
as  cheap  unfiniahed  furniture  and  of  other  unfinished  furniture 
besides  the  bedroom  sets.  It  is  contended  in  behalf  of  the 
defendants,  that  this  is  sufficient  '^  divest  the  tariff  of  any- 
thing like  discrimination" — in  other  words,  that  the  benefit  to 
be  derived  from  the  low  rate  on  the  costly  unfinished  goods 
compensates  or  is  an  offset  for  any  injury  or  disadvantage 
which  may  result  to  the  traffic  in  unfinished  material  for  cheap 
bedroom  sets  from  giving  those  sets  the  same  rate  as  such 
finished  material.  This  position  is  not  sustainable  on  principle. 
A  rate  on  a  particular  class  of  goods  which  is  unreasonable  or 
discriminatory  in  itself,  cannot  be  justified  on  the  ground  that 
the  same  rate  is  given  another  class  of  goods  and  as  so  applied 
is  liberal  and  advantageous.  The  benefit  to  the  one  is  no 
proper  offset  for  the  injury  done  the  other.  If  a  party  were 
engaged  in  shipping  both  classes  of  traffic,  the  question  whether 
or  not  the  average  result  would  be  advantageous  to  him,  would 
depend  upon  the  quantities  shipped  of  each.  In  the  present 
case,  it  appears  that  the  bulk  of  the  complainants'  shipments 
consists  of  the  unfinished  cheap  bedroom  sets.  Moreover  to 
sustain  the  application  of  the  same  rate  to  two  articles  of 
widely  divergent  values  and  tonnage  per  car  on  the  ground  of 
reasonable  '^general  average,"  is  to  imply  that  it  is  too  low  on 
one  and  exorbitant  on  the  other. 

Conclusions, 

The  action  of  the  roads  in  reducing  the  rate  on  the  finished 
cheap  bedroom  sets  specified  in  their  tariff  belov  that  on 
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gr(Mitly  more  valufiblc  fiuisliccl  furniture  was,  in  our  opinion, 
correct,  and  must  be  sustained.     The  same  reason,  liowever, 
that  justified  this  action  in  reference  to  the  two  classes  of 
finished  furniture  woukl  seem  to  apply  to  them  in  their  unfin- 
ished condition.     AVc  can,  furthermore,  find   no  ground   for 
making  the  unfinished  cheap  bedroom  sets  an  excej^tion  to 
the  general  rule  recognized  by  the  defendants  that  unfinished 
furniture  should  have  a  lower  rate  than  the  finished  of  the 
same  grade.     Our  conclusion  is,  that  the  cheap  bedroom  sets 
described  in  the  tarili*  when  transported  in  an  unfinished  con- 
dition as  shipped  by  the  complainant,  should  have  a  lower  rate 
than  such  sets  when  finished,  and,  also,  than  the  more  costly 
unfinished  furniture.     The  question  is,  how  much   lower  or 
what  proportion  should  the  rate  on  unfinished  cheap  sets  bear 
to  that  on  the  finished.    As  before  stated,  the  complaint  is  not 
that  the  existing  rate  is  unreasonable  in  itself,  but  that  the 
same  rate  is  given  the  two  classes  of  freight*     It  appears  from 
the  statement  of  rates  furnished  by  complainant  that  for  the 
four  years  preceding  Sept.  21,  1891,  the  rates  on  shipments  of 
unfinished  furniture  from  complainant's   factory  at  Lansing 
varied  from  $1.02  to  §1.35  per  hundred  pounds.     Daring  the 
last  three  years  of  that  period,  the  average  was  over  $1.22  per 
hundred  pounds.     It  must  be  borne  in  mind,  however,  that 
these  rates  applied  to  expensive  as  well  as  cheap  unfinished 
furniture  and  must  have  been  fixed  with  regard  to  that  fact. 
If  they  had  covered  cheap  furniture  alone,  it  is  reasonable  to 
suppose  tlioy  would  have  been  less.     Taking  into  consideration 
the  diftorence  in  value  of  the  unfinished  and  finished  furniture 
involved   in  this  inquiry  and  the  greater  tonnage  per  carload 
which  can  l)e  hauled  of  the  former,  and  having  in  view  the 
interest  of  the  carrier  as  well  as  the  shipper,  our  opinion  is 
that  the  rate  on  cheap  unfinished  bedroom  sets  should  not 
ex(;eed  85  per  cent,  of  the  rate  on  such  sets  in  a  finished  con- 
dition.    While  the  rate  on  finished  sets  remains  as  at  present 
'SI. 30,  this  will  give  a  rate  within  a  fraction  of  $1.10  on  the 
unfinished  sets. 

Our  attention  is  called  by  the  defendants  to  the  fact,  that 
the  freight  on  the  shipments  of  complainant.  The  Potter 
Manufacturing  Co.,  from  Lansing  to  Oakland  is  paid  by  the 
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consigD^i;,  TliG  Michigan  Fumitiue  Co.  Whether  freight  is 
paid  by  tbe  shipper  or  consiguee,  it  is  equally  a  charge  on  the 
commodity  in  the  bands  of  the  shipper,  and  if  esceseive,  or 
iliserimiuatory,  or  otherwise  in  violation  of  law,  may  be  made 
the  subject  of  complaint  before  this  CommiHsion  on  the  part 
of  the  sliipper  as  a  party  in  interest.  Moreover,  the  two  cor- 
porations, while  distinct  in  law,  are  snbstautially  imder  the 
same  owuership  and  are  operated  in  unisoQ,  the  one  as  sup- 
plementary of  the  other.  No  order  of  reparation,  however, 
will  be  granted  in  this  case  as  asked  for  in  the  complaint, 
requiring  repayment  to  complainant  of  the  difference  between 
the  rate  complained  of  and  that  determined  by  us  to  be  reason- 
able. 

The  Complainant  further  asks  in  the  brief  filed  in  its  behalf 
for  "an  adjudiciitiou  that  fi-eight  charges  upon  complainant's 
goods  miiy  be  based  upon  weights  at  the  point  of  shipment,  as 
per  original  billof  lading,  and  that  all  sams  heretofore  collected 
on  said  goods  in  excess  thereof  were  nnlawfully  taken  and 
shall  be  repaid  to  the  Michigan  Furniture  Go.  who  paid  the 
same."  It  appears  that  the  weights  of  complainant's  carloads 
as  taken  at  Oakland,  the  point  of  delivery,  and  on  which  the 
freight  charges  are  based,  are  greater  tlian  the  weights  given 
at  Lansing,  the  point  of  shipment.  It  is  not  shown  by  whom 
or  how  the  weights  are  determined  at  either  point  and  there 
is  nothing  in  the  record  to  indicate  which  set  of  weights  is 
coiTect.  There  is  no  proof,  therefore,  of  an  overcharge  by 
means  of  fdlse  weights  upon  which  we  can  act,  and  nothing 
upon  whii'h  to  base  "an  adjudication  thatfreight^charges  upon 
complainant's  shipments  must  be  base(i  upon  weights  at  point 
of  shipment."  If  the  weights  at  point  of  shipment  are  fur- 
nished by  the  shipper,  tbe  roads  would  have  the  right  to  verify 
them  by  reweighing  and  if  found  to  be  incorrect,  to  chaise  and 
collect  freight  on  the  true  weight.  Tho  question  is  one  of  fact 
to  be  dt'tenuined  in  a  manner  just  to  both  parties  and  as  tu 
which  the  ex  parte  action  of  either  cnnuot  conclude  the  other. 

It  is  also  made  a  ground  of  complaint  that  complainant's 
shipments  are  carried  by  Emory,  wht^re  the  Factory  of  the 
Michigan  Furniture  Company  is  located,  about  a  mile  to  the 
IGth  St.  Station,  Oakland,  and  is  brought  back  from  that  station 
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to  Emory  at  a  charge  of  25  cents  per  ton.  The  coi 
alleges  that  Emory  is  a  regular  station  of  the  Southern  Pacific 
Co.,  but  the  weight  of  the  CYidence  is  that  it  is  not  a  station  at 
which  transcontinental  freight  is  delivered.  It  further  appears 
that  the  factory  of  the  Michigan  Furniture  Co.  is  not  located 
on  the  main  line  at  Emory  but  on  a  local  track,  and  that  com* 
plainant's  carloads  are  hauled  from  the  n^ular  station  in 
Oakland  over  this  local  track  to  Emory  by  switch  engines  and 
that  the  charge  for  this  service  is  reasonable. 

Our  order  is,  that  the  rate  on  cheap  unfinished  bedroom  sets^ 
such  as  are  described  in  tlie  item  of  the  tariff  under  consider- 
ation, shall  not  exceed  from  Michigan  points  to  Califomia 
points  85  per  cent,  of  whatever  rate  may  be  fixed  for  such  sets 
in  a  completed  condition  and  that  the  defendants  forthwith 
cease  aud  desist  from  charging  or  collecting  a  higher  rate  on 
the  former  than  that  above  indicated  and  also  make  such 
alterations  in  their  tariff  of  rates  as  will  bring  it  into  confor- 
mity with  the  conclusions  herein  arrived  at. 


p.  H.  LODD,  JR.,  V.  SOCTH  CABOUSA  HY.  CO.  ET  AL. 
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P.  H.  LOUD,  JR..  V.  THE  SOUTH  CAROLINA  RAILWAY 
COMPANY;  THE  BLACKVILLE,  ALSTON  &  NEW- 
BERRY RAILROAD  COMPANY;  THE  CHARLOTTE, 
COLUMBIA  &  AUGUSTA  RAILROAD  COMPANY; 
THE  CAROLINA,  CUMBERLAND  GAP  A  CHICAGO 
RAILWAY  COMPANY;  THE  VIBGINIA  MIDLAND 
RAILWAY  COMPANY;  THE  BARmS'ELL  RAIL- 
ROAD COMPANY;  THE  RICHMOND  &  DANVILLE 
RAILROAD  COMP.\NY;  THE  PORT  ROYAL  & 
WESTERN  CAROLINA  RAILWAY  COMPANY;  THE 
PENNSYLVANIA  RAILROAD  COMPANY  AND  THE 
NORTH  CAROLINA  RAILROAD  COMPANY. 


Complafnt  filed,  February  13,  1890.— Answers  filed,  March  6  to  Ha;  15,  181K). 
—Testimony  Wken  at  Aiken,  S.  C,  April  3,  1891.  and  at  Atlanta.  Ga., 
MarehM.  1892.— Brief  filed  for  Coniplainaut,  April  36,  1802.— Deeldea, 
Deoembei'  24,  1802. 


Tbe  queetion,  whether  property  of  a  carrier  In  the  hands  of  a  receiver 

appointed,  after  the  matters  complained  of  b«fare  this  CoiumisBloii  are 
allied  to  have  occured,  ie  subject  to  an  order  of  reparation  Issued  by 
this  Comrt  I  lesion,  is  one  to  be  presented  to  and  diepoeed  of  by  the  court* 
on  proceedings  therein  for  the  enforcement  of  eucb  order. 
Rates  should  bear  a  fair  ood  reasonable  relation  to  the  antecedent  cost 
of  the  tranw  as  delivered  to  the  carrier  and  to  the  commercial  value  of 
such  tratHf  ilielavnre  Btate  Grangtvf  PntroiuH}/ liatbandryw.  NevtTork, 
P.  £  N.  n.  Ca.  3  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  SCI,  4  I.  C.  C.  Rop.  805j,  but  It  ie 
incumbent  on  parties  invoking  Lhls  rule  Xa  make  satisfactory  and  reliable 
proof  as  to  such  antecedent  cost  and  commercial  value. 
In  passing  upon  tlie  reasonableness  of  rat«s,  the  question  whether  they 
afford  the  carrier  a  proper  return  tor  the  scrvtc*  rendered  is  to  be  coneid- 
ered  as  w^'ll  as  the  result  of  the  business  to  the  shipper  or  producer  of 
the  traffle. 

Where  a  special  service  Is  required  of  the  corrier,  such  as  rapid  transit 
and  speedy  delivery  In  eases  of  perishable  freight,  a  higher  rate  than  for 
the  carriage  of  ordinary  freight  is  warranted,  and,  If  a  carrier  charging  a 
rate  baseil  on  such  special  service,  falls  to  render  it,  to  the  damage  of 
the  shipper,  and  vrithout  legal  excuse,  the  remedy  of  tbe  latter  would 
seem  to  l>e  by  a  pro)>er  proceeding  In  a  court  of  law. 
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5.  A  roduction  in  rates  by  a  carrier  Is  not  per  se  evidence  that  the  former 
rates  were  unreasonable,  as  such  reduction  may,  as  in  the  present  case, 
bo  accountt'd  for  because  of  a  decrease  in  cost  of  transportation  and  an 
iiKTease  in  the  volume  of  the  traffic  to  which  such  rates  apply- 

6.  The  rates  on  melons  complained  of  in  this  case  having  been  materially 
reduced  by  the  defendant  carriers  since  the  commencement  of  this  pro- 
ceeding and  there  being  no  satisfactory*  evidence  that  the  rates  so  reduced 
are  unreasonable  or  excessive,  the  comi)laint  is  dismissed. 

Jfessrs.  Croft  cj&  Chafee^  John  Gary  Evans  and  E,  S.  Ilaminond^ 
for  complaiiiaut. 

Mesmrs,  Lavaton  ik  Canmnghavi  and  Jo8e2)h  Ganahl^  for  the 
Port  Royal  <$r  Western  Carolina  Railway  Company. 

J,  T,  Woi'thlngton  and  John  iV.  Staples,  for  the  Richmond  k 
Danville  lines. 

James  A,  Logan,  for  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Company. 

Messrs,  liraioUy  <j&  Barnxoell,  for  the  South  Carolina  Railway 
Company. 

REPORT  AND  OPINION  OF  THE  COMMISSION. 

Clements,  Coviiaissioner : 

The  complaint  in  this  case  is  made  by  P.  H.  Loud,  Jr.,  who, 
it  is  alleged,  during  the  seasons  of  1887,  1888  and  1889,  was 
engaged  in  planting  and  buying  watermelons  and  shipping 
tlieui  over  lines  formed  by  defendants  from  Willlston,  Black- 
ville,  and  other  points  in  the  state  of  South  Carolina,  to  New 
York,  Philaclelpliia,  Baltimore,  Washington  and  other  cities 
on  those  lines. 

The  complainant  charges : 

1.  That  the  defendants  had  established  24,000  lbs.  as  the 
weight  of  a  carload  of  melons  and  exacted  from  complainant 
as  freight  on  such  carload  from  shipping  points  on  the  South 
Carolina  Railway,  the  sum  of  887.12  to  Washington  and  Bal- 
timore, 890  72  to  Philadelphia,  and  8103.92  to  New  York,  and 
charged  "excess  freights  on  all  carloads  which  they  claimed 
excc^eded  24,000  pounds  in  weight,  the  excess  rates  being  per 
hundred  pounds  for  all  over  24,000  pounds ;"  that  these  rates 
of  freight  are  unreasonable  and  excessive,  and  that  32,000 
]iounds  would  be  a  just  and  fair  weight  to  allow  for  a  carload 
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of  melons  and  $75.00  would  be  an  adequate  and  reasonable 
freight  charge  for  such  carload. 

2.  That  the  defendants,  "  in  yiolation  of  the  law  and  the  rights 
of  the  complainant,  have  discriminated  against  him  by  charging 
him  a  higher  rate  of  freight  than  they  did  other  shippers  of 
same  weights  per  carload  over  their  lines  of  railways." 

3.  That  the  defendants  "  in  determining  the  weight  of  such 
carloads  have  rendered  untrue  and  false  weights." 

4.  That  the  defendants  have  ^'in  a  number  of  instances 
charged  a  higher  rate  per  hundred  pounds  than  they  agreed  to 
charge"  and  ^^have  changed  their  rates  of  freight  without 
giving  the  notice  required  by  law." 

5.  That  melons  being  of  a  perishable  nature,  the  defendants 
received  complainant's  shipments  with  the  understanding  that 
they  were  to  have  rapid  transportation  to  their  destination  and 
immediate  delivery,  but  that  in  many  instances  the  defendants 
failed  to  make  "  rapid  transit  and  immediate  delivery,  in  eon- 
sequence  of  which  the  melons  were  overripe  and  in  bad  condi- 
tion on  their  arrival,  to  the  great  injury  of  the  complainant." 

The  complainant  claims  that  by  reason  of  these  alleged 
breaches  of  contract  and  violation  of  the  Act  to  regulate  com- 
merce on  the  part  of  defendants,  he  has  been  damaged  to  the 
amount  of  $5,000  and  asks  for  an  order  of  reparation;  he 
further  prays  that  the  defendants  be  required  to  cease  and 
<lesist  from  said  alleged  violations  of  the  law,  and  for  general 
relief. 

Answers  have  been  filed  by  or  on  behalf  of  all  the  defendants 
except  the  Carolina,  Cumberland  Gkip  &  Augusta  Bailroad 
Company  and  the  Barnwell  Bailroad  Company.  These  answers 
put  in  issue  all  the  allegations  of  the  complaint  charging 
violations  of  the  Interstate  commerce  law  or  other  wrongful 
ami  illegal  act  on  the  part  of  the  defendants  or  any  of  them. 
The  answer  on  behalf  of  the  South  Carolina  Bailway  Company 
is  tiled  by  D.  H.  Chamberlain,  who  alleges  among  other  things 
that  he  was,  October  7, 1889,  appointed  receiver  of  that  com- 
pany in  proceedings  in  the  United  States  Circuit  Court  for 
the  District  of  South  Carolina  and  that  "  inasmuch  as  all  the 
matters  and  things  complained  of  occurred  before  his  sppoint- 
nieut  as  such  receiver,  no  judgment  should  be  entered  affecting 
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the  property  in  his  hands/*  As  to  this  proposition,  we  here 
remark,  that  the  question  raised  bj  it  would  properly  be  pre- 
sented and  disposed  of  on  proceedings  in  the  courts  for  the 
enforcement  of  any  order  of  reparation  which  might  be  issued 
by  us  in  this  case. 

The  Eichmond  &  Danville  Railroad  Company,  in  answering 
for  itself  and  the  Charlotte,  Columbia  &  Augusta  Bailroad 
Company,  The  Virginia  Midland  Railway  Company  and  the 
North  Carolina   Railroad  Company,  alleges  that  during  the 
period  embraced  in  the  complaint,  it  (the  Richmond  &  Dan- 
ville) "was  operating  said  other  roads"  for  which  it  answers 
"under  contracts  of  lease  made  with  them  respectively,  and 
that  neither  of  said  roads  was  during  said  period  in  charge  of 
or  operating  its  line  of  railway  or  committed  either  or  any  of 
the  acts  alleged  in  the  complaint."     This  respondent  further 
asked  that  an  order  be  issued,  requiring  the   complainant 
"  within  a  day  therein  named  to  make  his  complaint  more  cer- 
tain and  definite  to  the  end  that  the  Commission  and   the 
respondents  be  duly  informed  and  notified  of  the  cause  of 
complaint  set  forth  only  in  general  language  in  said  complaint." 
In  response  to  this  request  an  order  was  issued,  March  10, 1890, 
requiring  the  complainant  within  twenty  days  from  the  service 
of  the  order  to  file  a  verified  statement  "showing  as  nearly  as 
he  may  be  able  each  shipment  of  melons  over  the  respondents* 
lines   during  the  period  covered  by  the  complaint,  with  the 
quantity  and  weight,  point  of  origin  and  destination  and  dates 
of  shipment."     The  complainant  in  compliance  with  this  order 
filed  a  list  of  shipments  during  the  months  of  July  and  August, 
1889,  accompanying  it  with  an  aflidavit  setting  forth  that  in 
the  limited  time  allowed,  he  was  able  to  furnish  only  a  ^'partial 
statement  of  his  transactions  with  the  defendant  companies, 
showing  a  portion  of  his  shipments  for  the  season  of  1889, 
upon  which  he  would  make  his  case."     Subsequently,  when 
the  testimony  was  taken,  the  complainant,  through  his  attorney, 
stated  that  he  could  not  furnish  a  statement  of  all  the  ship- 
ments of  which  he  complained  unless  the  railroads   would 
make  out  for  him  a  list  of  all  the  cars  he  had  shipped  and 
tlieir  destinations. 
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The  Bichmond  &  Danville  Company  famished  a  statement 
of  shipments  by  the  complainant  from  stations  on  the  Ohar- 
lotto,  Columbia  &  Augusta  Boad  during  July  and  August,  1889- 
None  was  furnished  by  the  other  defendants. 

Facts. 

We  find  the  following  to  be  the  material  facts  established  by 
evidence : 

1.  The  complainant  was  engaged  during  the  seasons  of  1887, 
1888  and  1889,  in  planting  and  buying  watermelons  and  ship- 
ping them  to  market  over  lines  of  railway  folrmed  by  the 
defendants.  These  shipments  were  made  from  various  local- 
ities in  the  state  of  South  Carolina.  As  appears  from  the 
statements  filed  by  the  complainant  and  the  Bichmond  &  Dan- 
ville Company,  shipments  during  the  season  of  1889  (July 
and  August  of  that  year)  were  made  by  complainant  from 
Williston,  Bamberg,  St.  Matthews,  Elko,  Grahams  and  other 
towns  and  stations  on  the  lines  of  the  South  Carolina  Bailway ; 
from  Lewiedale,  Summit,  Leesville,  Batesburg,  Johnston  and 
Bidge  Springs,  on  the  Charlotte,  Columbia  &  Augusta  Bail- 
road;  from  Ellenton  and  Hattieville,  on  the  Port  Boyal  & 
Augusta  Bailway;  from  Barnwell  on  the  Carolina  Midland 
Bailroad ;  and  from  four  stations  on  the  Blackville,  Alston  & 
Newberry  Bailroad.  (None  of  these  shipments  appear  to  have 
been  made  from  stations  on  the  Port  Boyal  &  Western  Caro- 
lina Bailway  and  the  complaint  was  probably  aimed  at  the 
Port  Boyal  &  Augusta  Bailway.)  The  market  points  or  points 
of  destination  of  these  shipments  were  New  York,  Philadelphia, 
Newark,  Baltimore,  Washington,  Bichmond,  and  numerous 
other  cities  in  the  states  of  New  York,  Pennsylvania,  New 
Jersey  and  Virginia. 

2.  The  defendant  roads  are  common  carriers  and  constitute 
lines  of  railway  over  which  the  shipments  of  complainant  are 
transported  under  a  common  arrangement  for  continuous  car- 
riage between  the  localities  above  named,  and  in  respect  to 
such  transportation  are  subject  to  the  Act  to  regulate  com- 
merce. The  South  Carolina  Bailway  Company  has  a  main 
line  from  Charleston  to  Augusta;  also,  a  line  from  Branohville 
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on  the  said  main  line  to  Columbia,  and  several  smaller  lij 
among  which  iH  the  line  from  Aiken  on  the  main  line  to  Ed 
field  Court  House,  called  the  Carolina,  Cumberland  Gaj 
Chicago  Railway  Company,  which  is  made  a  party  defend 
to  the  complaint.  The  Blackville,  Alston  &  Newberry  Bailr< 
(now  the  Carolina  Midland)  is  a  small  branch  road  wh 
connects  with  the  South  Carolina  Railway  at  Blackville  on 
main  line.  The  Barnwell  Railroad  is  a  branch  of  the  Carol 
Midland  from  Barnwell  on  the  latter  road  to  Walterborouj 
The  Port  Royal  &  Western  Carolina  Railway  is  a  part  of  I 
Central  Railroad  of  Georgia  extending  from  Spartansbi 
whore  it  connects  with  the  Richmond  &  Danville  system 
Augusta.  The  Charlotte,  Columbia  &  Augusta  Railroad 
leased  and  operated  by  the  Richmond  &  Danville  and  m 
from  Charlotte  through  South  Carolina  via  Columbia 
Augusta,  connecting  with  the  South  Carolina  Railway  at  d 
umbia  and  Augusta.  The  Virginia  Midland  Railway  and  t 
North  Carolina  Railroad  are  also  divisions  of  the  Bichmoi 
&  Dan^dlle  system.  The  Richmond  &  Danville  system  exten 
from  Augusta  via  Columbia  and  Charlotte  to  Danville  ai 
from  Danville  by  one  line  to  Richmond  and  by  another  v 
Lynchburg  and  Charlottesville  to  Alexandria;  at  the  latt 
point  it  connects  \\*ith  the  Pennsylvania  Railroad,  by  whii 
the  carriage  of  complainant's  melons  is  continued  to  Washin 
ton,  Baltimonj,  Philadelphia,  New  York  and  other  points.  ] 
1887,  the  melon  traffic  went  largely  by  the  Clyde  Line 
steamers  from  Charleston  and  to  some  extent  by  the  Atlant 
Coast  Line,  but  in  1888  and  1889  it  was  turned  to  the  rou 
oia  Columbia  and  the  Richmond  <fe  Danville  Line,  and  in  tl 
latter  year,  the  complainant's  shipments  appear  to  have  be< 
exclusively  by  that  route.  The  rates  by  these  different  \xn\ 
were  the  same  and  they  were  equally  open  to  shippers,  bi 
the  South  Carolina  Railway  Company  preferred  the  Riohmoi 
A:  Danville  line  because  of  return  loads  by  that  line  and  woul 
not  furnish  cars  for  shipuK^nts  over  the  coast  line. 

3.  Tliii  rates  from  stations  on  the  South  Carolina  Railws 
are  the  same  to  any  one  point  of  d(»stination ;  this  is  the  cai 
for  the  most  part,  also,  as  to  the  other  initial  roads.  The  rai 
sheets  giving  rates  from  stations  on  the  South  Carolina  Railwc 
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and  its  local  tributaries,  the  Carolina,  Cumberland  Oap  & 
Chicago  Eailroad,  the  Blackyille,  Alston  &  Newberry  Railroad 
and  the  Barnwell  Eailroad,  to  the  northeastern  markets  ma 
Columbia  and  the  Richmond  &  Danville  route,  are  issued 
from  the  freight  office  of  the  South  Carolina  Railway  at  Chai^- 
lesion  by  the  General  Freight  Agents  of  that  Company  and  of 
the  Richmond  &  Danville  Railroad.  The  rate  sheets  giving 
rates  from  stations  on  the  Charlotte,  Columbia  &  Augusta 
Railroad  (which  as  before  stated  is  a  division  of  the  Richmond 
As  Danville  system  running  from  Charlotte  through  South  Car- 
olina via  Columbia  to  Augusta)  are  issued  from  the  General 
Freight  Department  of  the  Richmond  &  Danville  Railroad 
Company  at  Richmond.  The  following  table  shows  the  rates 
on  melons  per  hundred  pounds  to  the  points  named  therein, 
from  stations  on  those  roads  and  the  Port  Royal  &  Augusta 
Road,  during  the  months  of  July  and  August,  1889,  and  for 
some  time  previous,  with  minimum  carloadB  of  24,000  pounds: 

^t     sjl    i      It 


5^      2      #S  3  © 


Prom  U      \l%     "        «»     ««5 

la     lis     33    5||  Ip^    I 

To  Cents     Cents    Cents    Cents  Cents  Cents  Cents 

Richmond,    "j 

me'i'^S:    f         3^-^       ^-^       ^-^       ^       ^-       ^'       ^• 

Norfolk,     '  J 

Alexandria,  ) 

Washington,-  36.3       88.5       88.5       89.        80.        28.        86. 

Baltimore,     ) 

Philadelphia,  40.3       42.5       42.5       48.        84.        82.        40. 

NewlS'}  ^-^       ^-^       ^'^       40.        87.        85.        48. 

The  above  rates  applied  to  the  stations  on  all  the  initial 
roads  in  South  Carolina,  from  which  it  appears  that  complain- 
ant's melon  shipments  were  made. 

Since  the  institution  of  proceedings  in  this  case,  the  above 
rates  have  been  reduced,  and,  as  appears  from  taxiffi9  on  file 
\vitli  this  Commission,  are  now  as  follows: 
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From 


•^  r-.  X 


To 
Richmond,    ^ 
Lyiiohburg,    i 
E'etersburg,    [ 
Norfolk, 
Alexandria,   f 
Washington,  - 
Baltimore,    ) 
Philadelphia, 
Jersey  City,  > 
New  York,    > 


G  = 

Cents 


24. 


c 

cs  ^  » 


Sit 


Stations  on  ^  ^   - 

Carolina  ;S  f  ^ 

Midland  S  H 

Railway  (B.  «  ^  s 

A.&N.R.R.)  g^o 

s         oJ  S  ^  2^  ® 


Cents 


*© 


^1 
13 

is 


Cents  Cents  Cents  Cents   Cents 


26.5        2G.5     27.25       24.        23.        28. 


29.        31.5        31.5     32.25       29.        28. 


83. 
36. 


35.5 
88.5 


35.5 
38.5 


36.25 
89.25 


83. 
86. 


82. 
85. 


88. 

87. 
40. 


The  distances  from  the  shipping  points  named  below  to 
New  York,  Philadelphia,  Baltimore  and  Washington,  are,  as 
follows,  via  defendants  lines : 

Distances. 


From  Points  on  the  C.  C.  &  A.  Ry. 


To 


New 
York. 


fLewiedale,  S.  C 741 

Summit,  S.  C 743 

Tj«..«w«  J  I-eesville.  S.  C 748 

^  ^^^  ]  Batosburg.  S.  C 751 

Johnston,  S.  C 768 

Ridge  Springs,  S.C...  759 


Phila- 
delphia. 

651 
653 
658 
661 
678 
669 


Baltl- 
more. 

558 
565 
560 
568 
680 
671 


From  Points  on  the  Port  Royal  &  Augusta  R.  R. 


To 


New 
York. 


T?..«r«  (Ellenton,  S.  C 823 

'^^"^  tllattieville,  S.  C 833 


Phila- 
delphia. 

733 
743 


From  Points  on  the  S.  C.  Ry. 


To 


New 
York. 

'^Williston,  S.  C 840 

Bamberg,  S.  C 808 

From^  Graham,  S.  C 858 

St.  Mathews,  B.  C...  755 

^Elko,  S.  C 843 


Phila- 
delphia. 


750 


""IS 


768 
()(55 
753 


To 


From  the  following  Points. 

New  Phila- 

York.         delphia. 


From  -^ 


(Augusta,  Ga 801 


(Columbia,  S.  C 717 


711 
(J27 


Balti- 
more. 

685 
646 


Baltl- 
more. 

652 
675 
670 
567 
655 


Baltl. 
more. 

613 
529 


Wash- 
Ington. 

618 
615 
620 
623 
640 
681 


Wash- 
Ington. 

696 
606 


Wash- 
ington. 

612 
655 
680 
627 
616 


Wash- 
ington. 

678 
489 
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On  the  basis  of  the  average  distance  of  these  stations  on 
each  road,  respectively,  from  the  cities  Darned,  the  rates  per 
ton  per  mile  under  the  old  and  the  now  rates  are  as  follows : 

To  To                       To                      To 

New  York.  Philadelphia.          Baltimore        jWashingtoD. 

Old    Presant  Old     Present      Old     Present      Old  Present 

Bate     Kat«  Rate      Hate       Rat«       Kate       Rate      Rate 

Prom        Ce»t«    Cents  Cents    Cents     Cents     Cents      Cents    Cents 

Lewledale ~| 

Summit. I 

JohnstiJn ^    -^^     -^^     ^■'^       -^^      ^■'**^      ^■'^'^      ^■^*'      ^-'"^ 

Ridge  SpdngB 
Batesburg J 

HatU^ilie".'."!-  ^■^'^     •^'^     ^■'^      ^"^      ^■'2-''      1.031      1-2W      I-IW 
WilllatoD...!..'.  T 

Bamberg 

Graham ]•  1.012     .866     1.087       .800      1.120       .903      1.100       .95.1 

St.  MathewB...  I 

Elko J 

Augusta 033      .808        .056        .038        .078        .962      1.047       1.012 

The  following  table  gives  the  average  receipts  per  ton  per 
mile  and  estimated  cost  of  ciirFj-ing  a  tou  a  mile  for  the  years 
ending  June  30,  1888, 1889  and  1890,  as  reported  to  this  Com- 
mission by  the  roads  named  therein. 

avebaqe  rsceii'ta  per  tos  prr  milk  and  £»t1matbd  c09t  op  oarkvino  o.nk 

tutj  osa  milb  for  road»  named  fob  trs  vbars  ending 

June  80.  1888,  1889  and  1890. 

1888.  1880.  1800. 

Aver.       Eetl-  Avtt-        Estl-  Aver-        Eetl- 

Name  ot  Road.            age        mated  age         mated  age        mated 

receipts      cost  recelptfl      cost  reoelptfl      noat 

Cents      Cents  Cents      Ceuta  Conts      Cnnia 

South  Carolina  Railway     1,894        1.238  1.885        1.237  1,615         .880 

Charlotte.   Colurabln  & 

Augusta  I{a.ilri)iid  ;lj 

Rlc-hmoud    A    Danville 

Railroad 1.710        1.033  1.476        1-023  1,310      .1.090 

Port  Royal  A  WestwLii 

Carolina  Railway 3.003        2.730  8..'i33        3.109  3.108       3.353 

Pennsylvania  lUilroftd.  .733  .509  .685  .480  .661  (3).4.^7 
(1)  No  separate  report  filed.  Included  In  report  or  the  Rich. i'JDanv.R.  R.Co. 
(3)  As  computed  by  IhlsoIIice.   Returned  by  PenusylvanlaR.Co.as.iOSoent. 

In  to  rata  t«  Commerce  Commission, 
July  37,  1893. 

4,  On  shipments  to  New  York  there  is  a  terminal  charge  by 
the  deliveriug  road  of  7  eta.  per  hundred  pounds,  (or  handling 
in  the  harbor  and   making   deliveries  within  the   lighterage 
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limits.  There  also  appears  to  be  a  charge  of  1  cent  per  hun- 
dred pounds  by  the  initial  road  for  gathering  up  the  melons. 
These  charges  are  deducted  from  the  through  rate  and  the 
remainder  is  divided  between  the  connecting  roads.  The  rate 
sheets  likjd  by  the  defendants  do  not  show  these  terminal 
charges  but  only  the  through  gross  rates. 

5.  Twelve  hundred  melons  of  average  weight  of  20  lbs.  per 
melon,  are  estimated  as  a  carload.  Tlie  better  grades  average 
about  23^  pounds.  Few,  if^any,  under  20  pounds,  are  shipped. 
The  minimum  carload  during  complainant's  shipments  in  1889 
was  fixed  by  the  roads  at  24,000  pounds,  and  any  excess 
charged  for  at  the  carload  rate  per  hundred  pounds.  The  cars 
are  not  loaded  to  their  full  capacity,  as  that  would  be  detri- 
mental to  the  bottom  layer  of  melons  and  render  them  unsal- 
able. A  car  of  ordinary  size  loaded  to  the  extent  practicable 
will  carry  from  24,000  to  26,000  pounds. 

6.  The  roads  have  special  melon  trains  and  place  cars  on 
the  side  tracks  where  they  are  loaded  with  melons  by  the 
shipper  or  owner.  The  cars  furnished  for  this  purpose  are 
for  the  most  part  box-cars  and  the  shipper  has  to  prepare 
them  by  laying  straw  on  the  bottom  to  the  depth  of  8  or  10 
inches  as  a  bed  for  the  melons  and  by  sealing  the  door  hori- 
zontally with  strips  of  lumber  2  or  3  inches  apart.  Melons 
are  perishable  freight  and  begin  to  deteriorate  two  or  three 
days  after  they  mature,  but  this  depends  to  a  great  extent  upon 
the  weather.  They  an^  also  liable  to  injury  from  the  bumping 
of  the  cars  against  each  other.  The  transportation  of  melons 
by  the  road  is  at  the  owner's  risk ;  l)ut  the  roads  sometimes 
have  to  sell  tlui  melons  to  pay  freight  charges,  and  when  they 
do  not  bring  enough  for  that  ])urpose  it  is  the  loss  of  the  roads. 
As  a  security  against  this  loss,  the  roads,  whenever  they  deem 
it  advisable,  rcupiire  ])repayment  of  freight.  The  roads  do  not 
contract  to  make  melon  shipments  within  a  specified  time,  but 
publish  schedules  for  their  melon  trains  and  the  understanding 
is  that  (juick  time  and  prompt  delivery  are  to  be  made.  The 
schedule  time  on  the  lines  of  defendants  during  complainant's 
shipments  in  1889  appears  to  have  been  49  hours  from  Angusta 
and  41  i  hours  from  Columbia  to  N(»w  York,  and  proportion- 
ately less  for  intcriiKHliate  i)oints.     This  gives  a  speed  of  from 
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16  to  18  miles  per  hour,  and  is  a  reasonable  time  for  the  per- 
formance of  the  service  by  the  roads.  There  is  evidence 
teiKling  to  show  that  melon  trains  are  frequently  delayed 
much  beyond  the  schedule  time  and  that  the  freight  has  been 
greatly  injured  in  this  way ;  but  there  is  no  reliable  data  as  to 
tiu^  amount  of  the  damage  thus  sustained,  and  it  does  not 
appear  what  was  the  cause  of  the  delay  or  whether  it  was 
avoidable  by  reasonable  diligence  on  the  part  of  the  roads. 
Cars  employed  in  transporting  melons  to  the  east  bring  return 
]oads,  but  to  what  extent  is  not  satisfactorily  shown. 

7.  There  is  a  charge  of  10  per  cent,  commission  by  the 
commission  merchant  on  the  sale  of  melons  and  a  cartage  and 
handling  charge,  amounting  to  $8  or  $10  per  car,  at  Baltimore 
and  Philadelphia.  In  New  York  the  melons  are  usually  sold 
directly  from  the  dock  and  no  expense  is  incurred  for  cartage 
or  handling.  A  charge  of  $2  per  car  is  also  made  for  ''pass- 
ing'' the  melons  from  the  car  to  the  vehicle  by  which  they  are 
carried  to  their  destination.  All  these  expenses  are  paid  by 
the  shipper.  There  is  no  evidence  as  to  the  cost  of  the  raising 
of  melons  and  placing  them  on  board  the  cars  for  shipment. 
An  average  carload  of  melons  at  shipping  point  is  estimated 
to  be  worth  taking  the  season  through,  from  $50  to  $75,  and 
they  sell  in  the  eastern  markets,  according  to  the  testimony  of 
the  complainant,  at  from  12  to  16  cts.  per  melon;  another 
witness  testifies  that  good  melons  bring  in  New  York  from  14 
to  25  cents  per  melon. 

A  carload  of  melons  generally  loses^fr^m  100  to  150  by 
reason  of  their  becoming  unsalable  in  transit.  The  testimony 
was  to  the  effect  that  the  melon  business  had  not  proved  very 
profitable  to  the  shipper.  The  markets  are  sometimes  over- 
stocked, and,  the  melon  being  perishable,  if  it  does  not  reach 
the  market  at  the  right  time,  cannot  be  held  over  and  has  to 
be  sold  for  anything  it  will  bring.  The  business  of  raising 
and  shipping  melons  appears  however, to  have  grown  steadily; 
iu  1887,  it  is  stated,  there  were  shipped  over  the  South  Caro- 
lina Railway  about  500  carloads — in  1888,  about  1,000 carloads^ 
and  iu  1890,  nearly  2,200  carloads.  It  is  to  the  interest  of  .the 
roads  to  encourage  the  melon  industry  and  they  appear  to 
have  done  so ;  the  cars  placed  upon  the  side  track  for  receipt 
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of  the  melons  are  allowed  to  remain  there  for  some  time  for 
the  convenience  of  the  shipper  and  telegraphic  information  as 
to  the  state  of  the  market  and  other  facilities  are  furnished  by 
the  roads  free  of  cost  to  persons  engaged  in  the  business. 

8.  The  melon  shipping  season  extends  through  July  and 
August.  During  those  months  in  1889,  the  complainant's 
partial  statement  and  that  furnished  by  the  Richmond  &  Dan- 
ville Company  for  the  Charlotte,  Columbia  &  Augusta  road, 
show  121  carloads  shipped  by  him.  Of  these  114  weighed 
(according  to  those  statements)  24,000  lbs.,  six  weighed  30,000, 
and  one  35,750  lbs.  The  complainant  states  that  during  the 
season  of  1887,  1888,  1889  and  1890,  he  shipped  ^between  four 
and  five  hundred  carloads  of  melons. 

9.  The  complainant  testifies  that  for  carloads  of  lighter 
weight  he  was  charged  during  the  season  of  1889,  the  same  or 
a  greater  amount  of  freight  than  other  parties  were  charged 
on  two  or  more  carloads  of  greater  weight.  There  is,  however, 
no  satisfactory  proof  as  to  the  weights  of  the  carloads  referred 
to.  The  evidence  also  fails  in  our  opinion  to  sustain  the 
charge  that  the  defendants  willfully  "rendered  untrue  and 
false  weights."  As  to  overcharges,  it  appears  that  some  of 
small  amount  were  made  by  the  road,  but  no  complaint  was 
ever  made  of  them  by  the  complainant  and  the  attention  of 
the  railroad  officials  was  not  called  to  them.  The  complainant 
appears  to  have  attributed  the  overcharges  to  "mistake  in 
rates."  In  one  instance,  an  oflfer  was  made  after  the  institu- 
tion of  this  proceeding  to  refund  the  amount  of  one  of  the 
alleged  overcharges,  but  the  complainant  refused  to  accede  to 
the  offer.  It  is  also  shown  that  in  some  instances,  the  com- 
plainant was  charged  for  less  than  the  actual  weight  of  his 
carloads.  The  complainant's  method  of  ascertaining  the  weight 
of  melons  was  to  have  an  expert  estimate  the  weight  of  such 
melons  as  he  could  and  weigh  those  as  to  which  he  was  in 
doubt. 

10.  As  showing  that  the  defendants  "changed  their  rates 
without  giving  the  notice  required  by  law,"  the  complainant 
introduced  in  evidence  a  rate  sheet  of  the  "Richmond  &  Dan- 
ville l)(^sp(ltcll"  dated  July  13,  1888,  No.  1266,  superceding 
one  dated  July  6,  1888,  No.  12G1.     The  through  rates  on  both 
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these  rate  sheets  are,  however,  the  same«  and  there  is  no  dif- 
ference between  them  except  as  to  the  divisions  between  the 
connecting  roads  of  the  through  rate  to  Baltimore.  A  rate 
sheet  signed  by  the  general  freight  agents  of  the  Bichmond  & 
Danville  Railroad  and  the  South  Carolina  Bailway,  dated  July 
12,  1889,  and  taking  effect  July  16, 1889,  was  also  placed  in 
evidence;  but  it  does  not  purport  to  supercede  any  former 
rate  sheet  and  appears  to  have  only  established  melon  rates  to 
certain  points  on  the  North  Carolina  and  other  railroads  to 
which  they  had  not  been  previously  announced.  The  changes 
in  the  rates  on  melons  appear  to  have  been  for  the  most  part 
(if  not  entirely)  reductions  and  they  were  made  prior  to  the 
melon  shipping  season.  The  complainant  was  duly  advised 
as  to  the  rates  each  season  and  no  injury  is  shown  to  have 
resulted  to  him  or  any  other  shipper  from  a  want  of  notice. 
There  is  no  positive  or  other  satisfactory  proof  that  the  ratea 
were  not  in  fact  posted  as  required  by  law  and  none  whatever 
of  a  willful  neglect  on  the  part  of  any  of  the  defendants  of  their 
duty  in  this  respect.  Railroad  Commiman  of  Florida  v. 
Savaiinahy  K  <&  W,  E.  Co.  5  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  13,  3  Inters.  Com. 

Eep.  688. 
11.  In  letters  dated,  respuctively,  Dec.  3,  and  Nov.  24, 1888^ 

the  complainant  wrote  the  General  Freight  Agent  of  the  Bich- 
mond &  Danville  Boad,  expressing  the  hope  that  rates  would 
remain  as  they  were  and  that  the  same  treatment  as  in  the 
past  would  be  accorded  to  melon  shippers.  At  that  time,  the 
rates  in  force  were  about  the  same  as  those  now  complained 
of  being  (as  shown  by  the  rate  sheets  of  July  6  and  Jidy  13, 
1888)  per  carload  to  Washington  and  Baltimore  $88.00,  to 
Philadelphia  $96.00  and  to  New  York  $102.00.  By  rate  sheet 
of  June  20,  1888,  the  rates  were  very  much  higher,  being  61 
cents  per  hundred  pounds,  or  $122.40  per  carload,  to  New 
York.  In  a  subsequent  letter,  dated  Feb.  26,  1889,  the  com- 
plainant, while  referring  to  the  "liberal  treatment"  the  roads 
had  accorded  shippers  of  melons  during  the  past  season  asked 
for  a  reduction  of  from  10  to  15  per  cent. 

Conclusions. 

The  claim  of  the  complainant  for  an  order  of  reparation 
calls  in  question  the  reasonableness  of  the  rates  charged  on 
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complainant's  shipments  in  July  and  August,  1889,  and  which 
were  in  force  when  this  proceeding  was  instituted.  As  bearing 
on  this  question,  the  complainant  alleges  that  32,000  lbs.  would 
be  a  just  and  fair  minimum  carload  weight  to  be  allowed  on 
melons  and  not  24,000  lbs.,  the  weight  established  by  the 
defendants.  The  complainant,  however,  testifies  (and  the  other 
evidence  is  to  the  same  effect)  that  from  24,000  to  26,000  lbs.> 
is  the  proper  weight  of  melons  to  be  loaded  in  a  car  and  it 
appears  that  a  greater  weight  would  result  in  detriment  to  the 
lower  layers  of  the  melons.  The  smallest  melons  shipped, 
moreover,  do  not  as  a  rule  weigh  under  20  lbs.,  and  as  1,200 
melons  is  a  carload  in  numbers,  24,000  lbs.  would  seem  to  be 
the  natural  minimum  carload  weight.  In  any  event  the  real 
question  is  as  to  the  reasonableness  of  the  rates  in  themselves- 
These  rates,  as  alleged  in  the  complaint,  yielded  on  a  carload 
of  24,000  lbs.  from  stations  on  South  Carolina  Railway,  $103.92 
to  New  York,  $96.72  to  Philadelphia,  and  $87.12  to  Baltimore 
and  Washington.  According  to  complainant's  testimony,  the 
average  market  price  of  a  melon  in  New  York  is  about  14  cents. 
As  there  is  a  loss  of  from  100  to  150  melons  in  transit,  the 
carload  on  reaching  market  would  not  contain  on  an  average 
more  than  1,075  salable  melons,  which  at  14  cents  per  melon* 
would  sell  for  $150.50.  Deducting  from  this  the  10  per  cent, 
commission  on  sales,  $15.05,  and  the  freight  to  New  York, 
$103.92,  there  is  left  a  balance  of  S31.53  for  the  shipper.  This 
is  less  than  the  amount  (from  $50.00  to  $75.00  per  carload), 
which,  according  to  the  testimony,  the  carload  would  sell  for 
at  point  of  shipment.  The  only  other  witness  as  to  the  market 
price  in  New  York  (a  witness  for  complainant)  states  that  good 
melons  sold  there  at  from  14  cents  to  25  cents  per  melon. 
This  gives  an  average  of  19^  cents  per  melon  and  at  this  price 
a  carload  shipped  to  New  York,  would  net  the  shipper  after 
deducting  freight  charges  and  commissions,  $84.74.  It  is  not 
reasonable  that  shipments  would  be  made  of  a  commodity 
which  is  worth  more  to  the  shipper  at  the  point  of  shipment 
than  it  yields  him  in  the  market  shipped  to,  and  we  are  of  the 
opinion  that  the  market  price  in  New  York  as  testified  to  by 
the  witness  last  referred  to  is  more  nearly  correct  than  that 
given  by  complainant.     There  is  no  evidence  as  to  the  market 
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price  of  melons  at  other  points.  At  Baltimore  and  Philadel- 
phia the  shipper  has  to  pay  for  cartage  and  hauling  as  appears 
from  our  statement  of  facts. 

The  evidence  in  this  case  is  materially  deficient  in  furnishing 
no  data  whatever  as  to  the  cost  of  raising  melons  (embracing 
interest  on  investment,  labor  and  other  items  of  such  cost),  and 
the  expense  of  conveying  them  to  the  cars  and  preparing  the 
latter  for  their  safe  transportation. 

The  complainant  in  his  brief  invokes  the  rule  laid  down  by 
us  in  the  case  of  Delaware  State  Grange  Patrons  of  Ihcshandry 
V.  New  York  P.  d;  N.  P.  Co.,  3  Inters.  Com.  Eep.  561,  4  I.  C.  C. 
Rep.  605,  that  "rates  should  bear  a  fair  and  reasonable  relation 
to  the  antecedent  cost  of  the  traffic  as  delivered  to  the  carrier 
for  transportation,  and  the  average  market  price  the  freight 
will  command,  or,  as  it  is  termed,  the  commercial  value  of  the 
property."  In  the  absence  of  any  evidence  showing  the 
"antecedent  cost  of  the  traffic  as  delivered  to  the  carrier"  and 
in  view  of  the  meagre  and  unsatisfactory  evidence  as  to  the 
"average  market  price  of  melons,"  it  would  seem  impracticable 
to  apply  that  rule  in  this  case  as  now  presented  to  us. 

In  passing  upon  the  lawfulness  of  rates,  the  question  whether 
they  afford  the  carrier  a  proper  return  for  the  service  rendered 
is  to  be  considered  as  well  as  the  result  of  the  business  to  the 
shipper  or  producer  of  the  traffic.  Melons  being  perishable, 
rapid  transit  and  prompt  delivery  are  of  the  first  importance 
and  where  the  carrier  renders  this  special  service  a  higher  rate 
than  for  the  carriage  of  ordinary  freight  is  warranted.  Dela* 
xoare  State  Grange  Patrons  of  Ilusbandry  v.  NewYork,  P.  <&  N. 
R,  Co,  supra.  The  defendants  furnish  special  trains  for  the 
melon  traffic  and  undertake  to  make  quick  movement  and 
speedy  delivery.  It  appears  that  in  numerous  instances  they 
have,  from  some  cause  not  stated,  failed  in  this  respect  to  the 
damage  of  the  shipper.  This  failure,  when  avoidable  by  the 
exercise  of  reasonable  diligence  on  their  part,  would  seem  to 
constitute  a  ground  of  action  for  damages  in  the  courts.  If> 
because  of  such  default  on  the  part  of  the  carrier,  the  rate 
should  be,  at  the  shipper^s  request,  reduced  to  such  a  rate  as 
would  be  reasonable  in  the  absence  of  rapid  transit  and  prompt 
delivery,  the  carrier  would  be  relieved  of  the  duty  of  rendering 
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We  liave  been  considering  the  reasonableness  of  the  rates 
in  force  during  the  complainant's  shipments  in  1889  as  bearing 
upon  the  claim  of  complainant  for  an  order  of  reparation. 
We  do  not  feel  justified  under  the  state  of  proof  in  issuing 
such  order  based  on  the  ground  that  those  rates  were  excessive 
and  unlawful. 

Under  the  present  rate  of  36  cents  per  hundred  pounds  the 

freight  on  a  carload  of  24,000  lbs.  from  stations  on  the  South 
Carolina  Railway  to  New  York  is  $86.40.  Taking  the  com- 
plainant's statement  of  the  market  value  of  melons  in  New 
York  and  deducting  the  above  freight  and  10  per  cent  commis- 
sions, there  will  be  left  $49.05  per  carload.  On  the  testimony 
of  the  other  witness  as  to  such  market  value,  the  balance  after 
making  those  deductions  will  be  $102.80.  In  order  to  find  the 
net  profit  to  the  producer  or  shipper,  there  must  be  subtracted 
from  the  balance  so  ascertained,  the  cost  of  raising  the  melons, 
conveying  them  to  and  loading  them  in  the  cars  and  preparing 
the  latter  for  their  transportation.  Of  this  cost,  as  before 
stated,  we  have  no  proof.  The  complainant  claims  that  a  rate 
somewhat  lower  than  that  now  in  force  should  be  made,  but 
we  are  not  prepared,  on  the  facts  disclosed  by  the  record,  to 
sustain  this  claim.  In  view  of  the  absence  of  any  evidence 
whatever  as  to  the  cost  incurred  by  the  producer  or  shipper 
in  raising  the  melons  and  otherwise  as  above  stated  prior  to 
the  commencement  of  the  transit,  and  of  the  other  matters 
bearing  on  this  question  to  which  we  have  adverted,  we  do  not 
feel  justified  in  ordering  a  greater  reduction  of  the  rate  com- 
plained of  than  that  already  made  by  the  defendants  since  the 
commencement  of  this  proceeding.  It  may  be  noted  in  this 
connection  that  the  complainant  in  his  letter  of  February  26, 
1889,  to  the  General  Freight  Agent  of  the  Richmond  <fe  Danville 
Road,  asked  for  a  reduction  on  rates  of  from  10  to  15  per  cent. 
The  present  rates  from  stations  on  the  South  Carolina  Railway 
are  about  15  per  cent,  less  than  those  in  force  at  that  time. 
Th(^  rates  specifically  set  forth  in  the  complaint  as  exorbitant 
are  those  then  in  force  from  stations  on  the  South  Carolina 
Railway. 

As  to  overcharges,  or  charges  in  excess  of  the  published  or 
agreed  rates,  and  false  weighing,  we  deem  it  unnecessary  to 
add  anything  to  what  we  have  said  in  our  statement  of  facts. 

The  coin  plaint  must  he  dismissed. 
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THE  BOARD  OF  TRADE  OF  CHATTANOOGA  F.  THE 
EAST  TENNESSEE,  VIRGINIA  &  GEORGIA  RAIL- 
AVAY  COMPANY;  THE  NORFOLK  &  WESTERN 
RAILROAD  COMPANY;  THE  OLD  DOMINION 
STEAMSHIP  COMPANY;  THE  WESTERN  &  AT- 
LANTIC RAILROAD  COMPANY;  THE  CENTRAL 
RAILROAD  &  BANKING  COMPANY  OF  GEORGIA; 
THE  GEORGIA  RAILROAD  COMPANY;  THE 
OCEAN  STEAMSHIP  COMPANY  OF  SAVANNAH; 
THE  SOUTH  CAROLINA  RAILWAY  COMPANY; 
THE  CLYDE  STEAMSHIP  COMPANY;  THE  CIN- 
CINNATI, NEW  ORLEANS  &  TEXAS  PACIFIC 
RAILAVAY  COMPANY ;  THE  BALTIMORE  &  OHIO 
RAILROAD  COMPANY;  THE  CENTRAL  RAIL- 
ROAD COMPANY  OF  NEW  JERSEY;  THE  NASH- 
VILLE, CHATTANOOGA  &  ST.  LOUIS  RAILWAY 
COMPANY;  THE  PENNSYLVANIA  RAILROAD 
COMPANY;  THE  PENNSYLVANIA  COMPANY; 
THE  NEW  YORK,  LAKE  ERIE  &  WESTERN  RAIL- 
ROAD COMPANY;  THE  NEW  YORK  &  NEW 
ENGLAND  RAILROAD  COMPANY  AND  THE  DEL- 
AWARE &  HUDSON  CANAL  COMPANY. 


Complaint  filed,  April  0, 1890.— Answers  filed,  May  5  to  June  30, 1890. — Heard 
at  ChattAnooga.  Tciinossoo,  November  13, 1890. — BrlefB  filed,  Januaiy  8 
to  January  30,  1891.— Decided,  December  80,  1892. 


1.  Upon  complaint  alleging  that  rates  on  traffic  from  New  York  and  other 
Atlantic  seaboard  points  to  Chattanooga  are  unreasonable  and  greater 
for  the  shorter  distance  to  Chattanooga  than  for  the  longer  distance  over 
the  same  line  in  the  same  dire(!tion  to  Memphis  and  Nashyllle. 

ireld.  That  di.^fundauts  are  justified  V>y  the  existence  of  water  competition  of 
controlling  force  in  charging  less  nii  such  traffic  for  the  longer  distance 
to  Memphis,  but  that  no  surli  eoiiipetitioii  exists  for  such  traflSo  to  Nash- 
ville, and  any  gri.>ater  charifo  for  the  transportation  of  like  kind  of 
property  from  .said  neaboiird  points  for  the  shorter  distance  to  Chatta- 
nooga tluiii  for  tlie  longer  distance  through  Chattanooga  to  Nashville  is 
In  violation  of  tlie  foin-tli  section  of  tlie  Act  to  regulate  commerce. 
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Defendants  ordered  to  cease  and  desist  from  making  snoh  greater  chaige 
to  Chattanooga,  with  leave  to  file  application  for  relief  mider  the  provlao 
clause  of  the  fourth  section  within  a  specified  time.  &a.  E,  R.  Com,  v. 
Clyde  88,  Co.  etal.,^  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  120;  51.  C.  C.  Rep.  824,  died 

and  affirmed. 

2.  One  transportation  line  cannot  be  said  to  meet  the  competition  of  another 
transportation  line  for  the  carrying  trade  of  any  particular  locality, 
unless  the  latter  line  could  and  would  perform  the  service  alone  if  the 
former  did  not  undertake  it. 

8.  When  great  disparity  exists  between  charges  which  are  lower  to  oompet- 
itive  than  to  .'ntermediate  points  much  less  remote,  the  inference  !• 
irresistible  that  the  lower  rate  must  be  unremuneratlve  upon  any  theory, 
or  else  the  larger  rate  gives  an  unwarranted  return  for  the  service 
rendered. 


G.  C.  Connor,  J.  A.  Moon  and  i?.  S,  Daniels  for  complainant. 

W.  M.  Baxter y  for  the  East  Tennessee,  Yirginia  &  Georgia 
Railway  Company. 

A.  Pope,  for  the  Norfolk  &  Western  Bailroad  Ciompany,  and 
Old  Dominion  Steamship  Company. 

Lawton  <&  CunningKam,  for  the  Central  Bailroad  &  Banking 
Company  of  Geoigia  and  the  Ocean  Steamship  Company  of 
Savannah. 

Shepherd  &  Cist,  for  the  Cincinnati,  New  Orleans  k  Texas 
Pacific  Eailway  Company. 

Clarice  k  Brown^  for  the  Nashville,  Chattanooga  &  St.  Louis 
Eailway  Company 


REPORT  AND  OPINION  OF  THE  001 


I  I  ::  ri 


Knapp,  Co^nmissioner  : 

The  complainant,  an  association  of  merchants  and  manu- 
facturers of  the  city  of  Chattanooga,  Tennessee,  incorporated 
under  the  laws  of  that  state  in  the  name  of  ''The  Board  of 
Trade  of  Chattanooga/'  alleges  that  its  objects,  among  others, 
are  ''to  study  the  workings  of  onr'*  (the  Chattanooga's)  '^system 
of  transportation,  upon  which  oar"  (Chattanooga's)  ''commer- 
cial prosperity  depends  so  largly,  and  to  endeavor  to  remedy, 
by  all  proper  means,  the  defects  and  abases  existing  therein;'* 
and  that  the  defendants,  as  common  carriers  engaged  in  inter- 
state commerce,  "separately  and  jointly,  have  been  and  are 
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now  transporting  property  and  participating  in  through  rates 
of  freight  charges  for  transporting  the  same,"  £rom  Boston, 
New  York,  Philadelphia  and  Baltimore,  designated  as  Eastern 
Seaboard  points,  to  Nashville,  Memphis  and  Chattanooga,  in 
the  state  of  Tennesee. 

The  complaint  charges  in  substance : 

1.  That  the  through  rates  to  Chattanooga  participated  in  bj 
the  defendants  are  unjust  and  unreasonable  iu  themselves,  (as 
well  aK  relatively  to  those  to  Nashville  and  Memphis)  and 
therefore,  in  violation  of  section  1  of  the  Act  to  regulate  com- 
merce. 

2.  That  Nashville,  Memphis  and  Chattanooga  compete  for 
business  in  the  same  territory;  that  the  through  rates  so 
charged  and  participated  in  by  defendants  are  much  lower 
to  Nashville  and  Memphis  than  to  Chattanooga  "for  trans- 
porting like  property  from  said  seaboard  points  under  the 
same  or  substantially  the  same  circumstances  and  conditions;" 
and  that  the  defendants  are  thus  guilty  of  unjust  discrimination 
against  Chattanooga,  in  violation  of  section  2  of  the  Act  to 
regulate  commerce,  and  of  giving  an  undue  preference  or 
advantage  to  Nashville  and  Memphis  and  subjecting  Chatta- 
nooga to  an  undue  prejudice  or  disadvantage  in  violation  of 
section  3  of  said  Act. 

3.  That  the  defendants  are  guilty  of  a  violation  of  section  4 
of  the  Act  to  regulate  commerce,  in  that  under  said  through 
rates  they  charge  and  receive  a  greater  compensation  for  the 
transportation  of  the  "like  kind  of  property,  under  substantially* 
similar  circumstances  and  conditions "  from  said  eastern  sea- 
board cities  to  Chattanooga  than  they  chaise  and  receive  for 
such  transportation  over  their  several  lines  throxigh  Chatta- 
nooga to  Nashville  and  Memphis,  which  latter  cities  are 
respectively  151  miles  and  310  miles  farther  from  said  eastern 
seaboard  points. 

In  proof  of  these  allegations,  complainant  refers  to  the 
tarifls  on  file  with  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission,  and 
gives  tables  illustrating  the  alleged  discriminating  and  other- 
wise illegal  character  of  said  rates. 

The  prayer  of  the  complainant  is,  that,  after  hearing  and 
investigation  by  this  Commission  on  the  notice,  "  an  order  be 
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made  commanding  the  defendants  to  cease  and  desist  from 
said  violations  of  the  Act  to  regulate  commerce,  and  that  said 
order  require  them  to  transport  property  to  Ghattanoc^a  from 
eastern  seaboard  points  at  such  rates  as  this  Commission  may 
decide  to  be  just  and  reasonable,"  and  "to  cease  transporting 
property  from  eastern  seaboard  points  to  the  cities  of  Nash- 
ville and  Memphis  at  lower  rates  of  freight  chaises  than  they 
charge  and  collect  for  transporting  like  property  to  the  city  of 
Chattanooga;  and  for  such  other  and  further  order  as  the 
Commission  may  deem  necessary  to  grant  relief  to  the  mer- 
chants and  manufacturers  of  Chattanooga," 

All  of  the  defendants  filed  answers  to  the  complaint  except 
the  Pennsylvania  Company,  The  Old  Dominion  Steamship 
Company  and  the  Clyde  Steamship  Company. 

Some  of  these  answers  put  in  issue  the  allegation  of  com* 
plainant  that  Nashville,  Memphis  and  Chattanooga  compete 
for  business  in  the  same  territory,  and  the  answer  of  the  Nor- 
folk <&  Western  Railroad  Company  sets  up  that  ''there  are 
natural  causes  between  Nashville  and  Chattanooga,  or  between 
Cincinnati  and  Chattanooga,  in  the  shape  of  ranges  of  moun- 
tains and  streams  that  divide  the  territories  naturally,  and  as 
a  consequence,  commercially,  that  absolutely  prevent  under 
any  reasonable  conditions  a  growth  of  trade  to  any  extent 
northward  from  Chattanooga  in  the  direction  of  Nashville  for 
any  considerable  distance  along  the  line  of  the  Nashvillet 
Chattanooga  &  St.  Louis  Bailway,  or  northward  in  the  direc- 
tion of  Cincinnati  along  the  line  of  the  Cincinnati  Southern 
Bailway ;  that  the  character  of  the  productions  of  the  terri- 
tories named,  the  interdependence  of  the  communities  in  said 
sections  one  upon  another,  and  in  their  relations  towards  the 
larger  markets  that  lie  in  the  direction  of  Ohio,  Kentucky  or 
Indiana,  as  well  as  the  community  of  interest  between  the  cities 
of  Nashville  or  Cincinnati  and  the  towns  along  the  respective 
lines  of  railway  named,  are  sufficient  to  determine  or  control  the 
tnide  of  said  communities  toward  said  cities  or  others  adjacent 
thereto."  This  answer  also  contains  the  following  statement: 
''  The  adjustment  of  rates  between  eastern  cities  and  Chatta- 
nooga in  a  uniform  measure  with  those  for  all  important  points 
in  interior  Alabama  and  Georgia,  was  because  of  the  necessity 
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that  existed,  commencing  in  1868,  for  harmonizing  the  varioiis 
commercial  interests  of  said  towns  and  cities,  and,  as  the  result 
of  such  effort,  a  system  of  rate  adjustment  was  indicated  in 
1874,  under  the  auspices  of  an  association  then  fonnedy  called 
the  Southern  Railway  &  Steamship  Association,  which,  first 
embracing  the  cities  of  Atlanta,  Chattanooga,  Montgomery, 
Selma  and  Rome,  became  enlarged  in  its  area  as  other  railway 
lines  were  built  and  as  the  freight  interests  of  other  towns 
enterested  became  enhirged.  The  cities  or  towns  taking  rates 
uniform  with  Chattanooga  at  this  time  are  Anniston,  Ala., 
Athens,  Ga.,  Athmta,  Ga.,  Birmingham,  Ala.,  Cedartown,  Ga., 
Columbus,  Ga.,  Dalton,  Ga.,  Montgomery,  Ala.,  Eufaula,  Ala., 
Rome,  Ga.,  Selma,  Ala.,  Meridian,  Miss.,  Opelika,  Ala.,  Talla- 
dega, Ala.,  and  possibly  others.  The  natural  conditions  that 
exist,  as  well  as  the  transportation  facilities  that  are  enjoyed 
by  each  of  these  towns,  make  them  more  or  less  competitive 
with  each  other,  and  a  large  portion  of  them  competitive  with 
Chattanooga,  those  more  particularly  competitive  with  Chatt- 
anooga being  Anniston,  Ala.,  Atlanta,  Ga.,  Birmingham,  Ala.» 
Rome,  Ga.,  and  Dalton,  Ga.,  and  taking  New  York  as  a  repre* 
sentative  point,  the  rates  to  said  points  areas  have  been  named 
by  the  complainants,  viz,  $1.14,  $.98,  $.86,  $.73,  $.60  and  $.49, 
for  the  six  figured  classes  of  merchandise  traffic;  and  your 
respondent  believes  that  the  competition  for  business  and  the 
interchange  of  traffic  one  town  with  another  or  one  territory 
with  another,  in  which  Chattanooga  is  most  largely  if  not 
wholly  interested,  is  with  the  towns  named  or  with  the  terri- 
tories that  said  towns  likewise  reach,  and  that  it  is  in  reference 
to  rate  adjustment  in  connection  with  these  towns  that  the 
efforts  of  the  complainants  should  be  directed." 

It  is  expressly  admitted  in  most  of  the  answers,  and  not 
denied  in  any,  that  the  through  rates  from  said  eastern  sea- 
board  cities  are  higher  to  Chattanooga  than  to  Nashville  and 
Memphis ;  but  it  is  claimed  that  this  is  not  in  violation  of  any 
of  the  ]^rovisicms  of  the  Act  to  regulate  commerce,  because  it 
is  alleged,  the  rates  to  Nashville  and  Memphis  are  forced  upon 
the  defendants  by  actual  water  competition  of  controlling  force 
at  both  said  points,  and  the  transportation  thereto  from  said 
eastern    seaboard  cities    is   not   under  substantially  similar 
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circumstances  and  conditions  as  that  to  Chattanooga.  It  is 
further  denied  that  the  rates  to  Chattanooga  are  unjust  and 
unreasonable  in  themselves. 

The  East  Tennessee,  Virginia  &  Georgia  Bailway  Company, 
The  Norfolk  &  Western  Baihroad,  The  Central  Bailroad  & 
Banking  Company  of  Georgia  and  the  Ocean  Steamship  Com- 
pany of  Savannah,  allege  that  among  other  circumstances 
which  justify  them  in  charging  less  rates  for  the  longer  haul 
through  Chattanooga  to  Memphis  and  Nashville  than  are 
charged  to  Chattanooga,  is  the  fact  that,  while  the  iransparta" 
tion  is  through  Chattanooga  the  rates  to  Memphis  and  Nash- 
ville from  said  seaboard  points  are  made  through  Cincinnati. 
It  is  also  claimed  by  some  of  the  defendants  that  the  through 
rates  to  Memphis  and  Nashville  are  not  made  under  a  joint 
prorating  arrangment,  but  are  made  by  adding  the  regular 
tariff  rate  under  the  Official  (or  Trunk  Line)  Classification  to 
Cincinnati  to  the  rates  of  the  railroads  south  of  that  point, 
and  that  for  said  last  named  rates  said  roads  south  of  Cinoiii- 
nati  are  alone  responsible. 

On  the  part  of  the  Nashville,  Chattanooga  &  St.  Louis 
Bailway  Company  it  is  alleged,  that  said  company  '*  neither 
owns  nor  operates  any  railroad  running  into  Chattanooga 
except  the  one  from  Nashville,"  and  said  company  denies  that 
it  has  anything  to  do  ''in  fixing  the  rates  or  participating 
therein  on  freight  shipped  from  any  of  the  named  points  to 
Chattanooga,"  but  it  admits  ''that  it  takes  freight  destined  for 
Nasliville  of  its  codefendants  at  Chattanooga  from  said  named 
points  at  through  rates  and  participates  therein  with  its  code- 
fendants." 

The  New  York,  Lake  Erie  &  Western  Bailway  Company 
alleges  "that  the  freight  and  traffic  sent  by  it  go  direct  to 
Memphis  and  Nashville  via  Louisville  and  do  not  pass  through 
Chattauooga,  and,  therefore,  that  the  Board  of  Trade  of  Chatt- 
anooga has  no  legal  ground  of  complaint  against  it  under  the 
Act  to  regulate  commerce,  as  it  has  no  control  whatever  of  the 
rates  to  Chattanooga." 

The  Cincinnati,  New  Orleans  &  Texas  Pacific  Bailway  Com- 
pany avers  that  it  is  operating  as  lessee  thereof  the  Cinoimiati 
Southern  Bailway,  extending  from  Cincinnati  to  Chattanooga, 
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and  "that  the  city  of  Nashville  is  not  on  the  defendant's  line 
of  railway  and  that  it  does  not  operate  or  control  any  part  of 
any  through  route  from  said  eastern  seaboard  points  to  Nash- 
ville." 

The  Central  llailroad  Company  of  New  Jersey  denies  "that 
it  makes  through  rates  from  any  seaboard  points  named  in  the 
complaint  to  Chattanooga,  Memphis  and  Nashville." 

Facts. 

1.  The  complainant  is  an  association  of  merchants  and 
manufacturers  of  the  city  of  Chattanooga,  Tennessee,  incor- 
porated under  the  laws  of  that  state  for  the  purposes  named 
in  the  complaint,  and  the  defendants,  The  East  Tennessee, 
Virginia  &  Georgia  liailway  Company,  The  Norfolk  &  Western 
Railroad  Company,  The  Old  Dominion  Steamship  Company, 
The  Western  &  Atlantic  Hailroad  Company,  The  Central  Bail- 
road  &  Banking  Company  of  Georgia,  The  Georgia  Bailroad 
Company,  The  Ocean  Steamship  Company  of  Savannah,  The 
South  Carolina  Railway  Company,  The  Clyde  Steamship  Com- 
pany, The  Cincinnati,  New  Orleans  &  Texas  Pacific  Railway 
Company  (as  lessee  of  the  Cincinnati  Southern),  The  Baltimore 
&  Ohio  Railroad  Company,  The  Delaware  &  Hudson  Canal 
Company,  The  Pennsylvania  Company,  The  Pennsylvania 
Railroad  Company,  The  New  York,  Lake  Erie  &  Western 
Railroad  Company,  The  New  York  &  New  England  Bailroad 
Company,  and  the  Nashville,  Chattanooga  &  St.  Louis  Bailway 
Company,  are  severally  common  carriers  engaged  in  interstate 
commerce  as  parts  of  through  lines  and  under  joint  tariffs  of 
rates  to  Cluittanooga,  Nashville  &  Memphis,  Tennessee.  There 
is  no  proof  controverting  the  denial  of  the  Central  Bailroad 
Company  of  New  Jersey  that  it  is  so  engaged. 

2.  The  following  are  the  through  rates  from  New  York  and 
Boston  to  Chattanooga,  Nashville  and  Memphis,  respectively: 

( 'lassos:—                        1  2  8  4  6  0 

To  Chaltanooj^'ji 114  1)8  81}  73  60  49 

To  M«'ni|)his.  :ilO  iiiih's  fjirtluT  KX)  XT}  Go  45  38  85 

ToNjishvill(\  151  iiiiU's  fiirUiiT  1)1  78  00  43  30  81 

It  thus  appears  that  the  rates  from  New  York  and  Boston 
are  less  to  Nashville  than  to  Chattanooga,  on  the  six  numbered 
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classes  respectively,  by  23  cents,  20  cents,  26  cents,  31  cents, 
24  cents  and  18  cents :  and  less  to  Memphis  than  to  Chatta- 
nooga by  ]  4  cents,  13  cents,  21  cents,  28  cents,  22  cents  and 
14  cents.  These  differences  prevail  in  favor  of  Nashville  and 
Memphis  on  all  goods  transported  to  those  cities  from  eastern 
seaboard  points  through  Chattanooga — the  distance  to  Nash- 
ville being  151  miles,  and  to  Memphis  310  miles,  farther  than 
to  Chattanooga. 

3.  There  are  a  number  of  routes  by  which  traffic  from  the 
eastern  seaboard  is  carried  to  Nashville.  These  may  be  sep- 
arated into  two  classes  or  groups ;  one  consisting  of  the  lines 
passing  through  Chattanooga,  the  other  of  the  lines  passing 
through  Cincinnati,  Louisville,  Evansville  and  possibly  other 
points  north  of  Chattanooga.  How  the  aggregate  through 
business  to  Nashville  is  divided  between  these  different  groups 
was  not  very  definitely  shown,  but  it  is  fairly  inferable  from 
the  evidence  that  the  lines  through  Chattanooga  carry  fifty  to 
sixty  per  cent,  of  the  total  tonnage.  There  was  considerable 
disagreement  as  to  whether  the  through  rate  to  Nashville  (with 
reference  to  the  routes  via  Cincinnati,  Louisville,  etc.)  is  pro- 
rated on  the  whole  mileage,  or  made  up  by  adding  certain 
arbitrary  amounts  to  the  ''  trunk  line "  rates  from  the  east  to 
these  intermediate  points  respectively. 

The  rates  from  New  York  and  Boston  to  Cincinnati  are : 

12         8         4         5         6 


65        57       44       30       26       22 

From  the  same  points  to  Louisville  the  rates  are : 

12         8         4         5         6 


75        65        50       85        80       25 

And  to  Evansville : 

12         8         4         5         6 


83        72        55        89        88       28 


The  above  charges  are  imposed  for  carrying  the  traffic  to 
these  towns  respectively,  whether  the  transportation  terminates 
there  or  is  continued  to  Nashville ;  in  other  words  the  lin^ 
east  of  these  points  receive  the  same  compensation  in  either 
case.    The  through  rate  to  Nashville,  hereinbefore  stated,  is 
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less  than  the  local  rates  from  these  several  places  plus  the 
truuk  line  rates  from  the  se.'iboard  to  each  of  them  respectively, 
that  is,  less  than  the  amount  produced  bj  adding  the  locals 
from  Cincinnati,  Louisville  or  Evansville  to  the  eastern  rates 
severally  applied  to  those  towns.  For  this  reason  the  Nash- 
ville rate  may  be  said  to  be  made  by  "arbitrary"  additions  to 
the  trunk  lino  rates  to  the  intermediate  points.  On  the  other 
hand  a  comparison  of  these  additions  with  the  distances  to 
Nashville  from  the  several  points  mentioned  shows  that  they 
give  substantially  the  same  rate  per  ton  per  mile  in  each  case 
— one  and  seven-tenths  cents — as  the  trunk  line  rate  per  ton 
per  mile  east  of  those  points.  Practically,  therefore,  the  Nash- 
ville rate  by  the  several  routes  now  under  consideration  is  an 
t^xtention  of  the  trunk  line  rate  to  that  point,  the  total  charge 
being  divided  between  the  several  carriers  in  nearly  exact 
proportion  to  the  mileage  operated  by  each.  This  being  the 
material  fact,  the  origin  of  the  rate,  or  the  proper  name  by 
which  to  describe  it,  can  be  of  no  importance.  As  any  differ- 
ences between  the  several  routes  in  this  group  appear  to  be 
insignificant,  their  relation  to  the  controversy  will  be  suffi- 
ciently shown  by  taking  one  of  them  as  an  illustration,  and 
accordingly  the  route  via  Cincinnati  will  be  hereafter  used  for 
that  purpose. 

The  following  comparison  shows  the  difference  between  the 
local  rate  from  Cincinnati  to  Nashville  and  the  amounts  added 
to  the  trunk  line  rate  to  the  former  place  to  make  the  throi^h 
rate  to  the  latter. 

12       3       4       5       6 


Local  Rate  Cin.  to  NashviUe       53      48      39      31      25     35 

Additions  to  J 3 3        4        5       6 

Trunk  Lino  Kate  to  Cincinnati    20      21      10      12      10      9 

The  seaboard  traffic  which  is  carried  to  Nashville  thratiffh 
Cluittanoo(ja  reaches  the  latter  place  by  several  different  routes. 
The  most  important  of  these  appears  to  be  the  East  Tennessee, 
Virginia  A'  Georgia  Railway  with  its  eastern  connections  by  rail 
and  water.  The  water  portion  of  this  route  is  by  the  vessels 
of  the  Old  Dominion  Steamship  Company  from  New  York  to 
Norfolk,  where  they   connect   with  the  Norfolk  &  Western 
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Eailroad  which  extends  to  Bristol,  Tennesseei  the  eastern  ter-^ 
minus  of  the  East  Tennessee,  Virginia  &  Georgia;  the  rail 
portion  of  this  route  consists  of  the  Pennsylvania  system,  and 
possibly  other  lines,  reaching  Boanoke,  Ya.,  on  the  main  line 
of  the  Norkolk  &  Western  by  way  of  the  Shenandoah  Valley. 
All  traffic  over  this  route  passes  through  Knoxville,  Tenn.,  the 
rates  to  which  point  are  about  the  same  as  to  Memphis. 

Another  route  is  by  the  Clyde  Steamship  Company  to  Char* 
leston,  connecting  at  that  port  with  rail  lines  running  through 
Augusta  and  Atlanta;  and  a  third  route  is  by  the  Ocean  Steam^ 
ship  Company  to  Savannah,  and  thence  by  rail  through  Maoon 
and  Atlanta.  There  is  no  testimony  in  the  case  indicating  the 
relative  portion  of  Nashville  traffic  tna  Chattanooga  which 
passes  by  either  of  these  routes,  but  our  understanding  is  that 
the  greater  portion  of  it  goes  by  the  one  first  above  described*. 

The  traffic  from  Atlantic  seaboard,  points  to  Memphis  is  also 
divided  between  several  independent  routes.  One  of  these 
general  routes  is  by  the  all  rail  lines  through  Cincinnati,  Lou* 
isville,  Evansville,  etc.  The  Memphis  through  rate  is  the 
trunk  line  rate  to  Cincinnati,  etc.,  plus  certain  additions  which 
are  less  than  the  local  rates  from  those  points  to  Memphis^ 
The  difference  between  such  local  rates  and  these  additiona 
appears  by  the  following  statement : 


Local  Rate  Cin.  to  Memphis     75 


1 

2 

8 

4 

5 

6 

75 

60 

55 

40 

85 

80 

1 

2 

8 

4 

5 

6 

Additions  to 
Trunk  Line  Rate  to  Cincinnati     85     28      21      15      12      18 

A  comparison  of  these  additions  with  the  distances  from 
Cincinnati,  etc.,  shows  that  the  Memphis  through  rate,  like  the 
Nashville  through  rate,  is  in  effect  an  extension  of  the  trunk 
line  rate  to  Memphis,  the  total  charge  being  divided  between 
the  different  carriers  in  proportion  to  their  respective  mileage. 

A  second  route  is  the  one  through  Chattanooga,  formed  by 
the  East  Tennessee,  Virginia  &  Georgia  Railway  with  its  east-^ 
em  connections  and  requires  no  further  description.     . 

Two  other  routes  are  those  already  mentioned  by  way  at 
Charleston  and  Savannah  respectively.  The  Memphis  traffio 
by  the  last  named  routes  does  not  necessarily  go  through 
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Chattanooga,  but  may  take  a  shorter  course  from  Atlanta  by 
way  of  Biriniiigham. 

lu  addition  to  these  is  the  ocean  route  to  New  Orleans,  and 
thence  to  Memphis  by  rail  or  by  the  Mississippi  river. 

There  are  likewise  several  routes  by  which  shipments  ter- 
minating at  Chattanooga  reach  their  destination.  A  portion 
of  this  traffic  goes  by  the  trunk  lines  to  Cincinnati,  and  thence 
by  the  Cincinnati  Southern  Bailroad,  now  controlled  by  the 
Cincinnati,  New  Orleans  &  Texas  Pacific  Company.  The 
through  rate  by  tliis  route,  as  in  the  case  of  Nashville  and  Mem- 
phis, is  made  by  adding  to  the  trunk  line  rates  to  Oincinnati 
certain  amounts  which  represent  the  proportion  of  the  total 
charge  taken  by  the  carrier  from  Cincinnati  to  Chattanooga. 
The  additions  so  made  give  a  considerably  greater  rate  per 
ton  per  mile  for  this  portion  of  the  haul  than  the  trunk  line 
rate  east  of  Cincinnati,  but  they  are  at  the  same  time  materially 
less  than  the  local  rates  between  those  points.  The  precise 
difference  appears  by  the  folloTidng  statement : 

12       8       4       5        6 


Local  Rates  Ciii.  to  Chattanooga  76     65      57      47      40      80 

Additions  to  i 2 3        4        5        6 

Trunin  Lino  HaU^s  to  Cincinnati  49     41      42      43      84      27 

Another  portion  of  the  Chattanooga  traffic  goes  by  the  route 
formed  by  the  lines  of  the  East  Tennessee,  Virginia  &  Geoi^ia 
Railway  and  its  eastern  connections  by  rail  and  water  herein- 
before mentioned.  The  other  routes  by  which  Chattanooga 
shipments  reach  their  destination  are  those  by  water  and  rail 
through  Charleston  and  Savannah  respectively  which  have 
already  been  sufficiently  described.  The  proportions  of  the 
througli  rate  taken  bj'  the  several  lines  operating  the  three 
routes  lust  named  are  not  disclosed  by  the  record ;  nor  is  there 
any  proof  showing  the  relative  amount  of  Chattanooga  ship- 
ments by  either  of  the  routes  mentioned.  Our  impression 
however,  is  that  the  larger  portion  of  this  traffic  goes  by  the 
Cincinnati  route  and  by  the  route  of  the  East  Tennessee, 
Virginia  &  Georgia  Railway  and  its  connecting  lines. 

There  may  be  other  routes  or  lines  by  which  traffic  from  the 
Atlantic  seaboard  reaches  Nashville,  Memi)his  or  Chattanooga, 
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but  the  foregoing  are  those  by  which  the  great  bulk  of  eastern 
shipments  is  carried  to  these  several  points,  and  the  only  ones 
which  need  to  be  considered  in  this  investigation.  The  rates 
to  each  of  these  towns  are  the  same  by  whatever  route  the 
transportation  is  effected,  except  the  rate  to  Memphis  via  New 
Orleans. 

Cincinnati,  Louisville  and  Evansville  have  water  communis 
cation  with  Nashville  by  the  Ohio  and  Cumberland  rivers,  and 
also  with  Memphis  by  the  Ohio  and  Mississippi  rivers,  but  no 
traffic  from  the  eastern  seaboard  by  way  of  Cincinnati,  etc.» 
reaches  Nashville  or  Memphis  by  these  water  routes. 

4.  As  the  matter  of  distance  is  of  considerable  importance 
in  one  aspect  of  this  case,  the  following  tables  are  given  which 
are  believed  to  be  substantially  correct. 

Distances  via  Cincinnati,  Louisville  and  Evansville. 

MILB8. 

Now  York  to  Cinoinnati 757 

Cincinnati  to  Nashville 285 

New  York  to  Nashville 1002 


n 


New  York  to  Louisville 927 

Louisville  to  Nashville 185 

New  York  to  Nashville .1112 

New  York  to  Evansville 986 

Evansville  to  Nashville „  157 

New  York  to  NashviUe AUS 

New  York  to  Cincinnati 767 

Cincinnati  to  Memphis 487 

New  York  to  Memphis 1244 

New  York  to]  Louisville 927 

Louisville  to  Memphis 877 

New  York  to  Memphis  1804 


New  York  to  Evansville «• 

Evansville  to  Memphis 

New  York  to  Memphis .1808 

New  York  to  Cincinnati 787 

Cincinnati  to  Chattanooga 

Now  York  to  Chattanooga 
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Distances  via  Chattanooga,  all  Bail. 

New  York  to  Bristol 6S9 

Bristol  to  Chattanooga 248 

New  York  to  Chattanooga 901 

Chattanooga  to  Nashville 161 

New  York  to  Nashville 1053 

New  York  to  Chattanooga 901 

Chattanooga  to  Memphis 310 

New  York  to  Memphis .1211 

Distances  via  Chattanooga,  part  Wateb. 

Norfolk  to  Bristol 408 

Bristol  to  Chattanooga 242 

Norfolk  to  Chattanooga 650 

Chattanooga  to  Nashville 161 

Norfolk  to  Nashville "^ 

Norfolk  to  Chattanooga 660 

Chattanooga  to  Memphis 810 

Norfolk  to  Memphis 960 

(This  does  not  include  water  distance  from  New  York  to 

Norfolk.) 

Charleston  to  Chattanooga 448 

Chattanooga  to  Nashville 151 

Charleston  to  Nashville 699 

Charleston  to  Chattanooga 448 

Chattanooga  to  Memphis 810 

Charleston  to  Memphis 758 

(This  does  not  include  water  distance  New  York  to  Char- 

estoii.) 

Savannah  to  Atlanta 205 

Atlanta  to  Chattanooga 140 

Savannah  to  Chattanooga 486 

Chattanooga  to  Nashville 151 

Savannah  to  Nashville 686 

Savannah  to  Chattanooga 486 

Chtitlanooga  to  Memphis 810 

Savannah  to  MomphLs J745 

(This  does  not  include  water  distance  New  York  to  Savan- 
nah.) 
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The  distance  from  New  Orleans  to  Memphis  by  rail  is  394 
miles,  and  by  river  very  much  greater. 

The  distance  from  Cincinnati  to  Nashyille  by  the  Ohio  and 
Cumberland  rivers  is  about  617  miles. 

5.  The  city  of  Chattanooga  is  in  southeastern  Tennessee  on 
the  river  bearing  the  same  name  as  the  state.  During  the 
last  ten  years  especially  its  growth  has  been  extremely  rapid, 
and  it  has  become  a  manufacturing  and  commercial  point  of 
considerable  importance.  It  competes  for  the  trade  of  the 
surrounding  country  largely  in  the  same  territory  as  Nashville, 
and  also  to  some  extent  in  the  same  territory  as  Memphis. 
By  reason  of  the  disparity  in  charges  on  shipments  from  the 
east,  in  favor  of  Nashville  and  Memphis,  Chattanooga  is 
placed  at  serious  disadvantage  in  this  competition  and  its 
business  materially  lessened.  The  tendency  of  existing  rates 
to  these  rival  towns  is  to  limit  the  area  in  which  eastern 
merchandise  can  be  profitably  distributed  from  Chattanooga^ 
and  to  impede  the  growth  and  prosperity  of  that  city  which 
would  naturally  result  from  the  development  of  its  wholesale 
trade. 

Under  the  tarifiGs  now  in  force  goods  may  be  carried  from 
the  east  through  Chattanooga  to  Nashville,  and  back  through 
Chattanooga  to  points  south  an^l  east,  and  there  sold  at  lower 
prices  than  Chattanooga  merchants  can  sell  for;  and  this 
appears  to  have  actually  occurred  in  many  instances.  On  a 
carload  of  first  class  freight,  40,000  pounds,  the  charges  to 
Chattanooga,  at  $1.14  per  hundred,  amount  to  $466.00;  while 
to  Nashville,  at  91  cents,  the  charges  are  only  $364.00,  mAlnng 
a  difference  of  $92.00  in  favor  of  Nashville,  the  longer  haul  by 
151  miles.  On  fourth  class  freight  the  advantage  in  favor  of 
Nashville  is  $124.00  per  car,  and  on  sixth  class,  $72.00.  The 
advantage  in  favor  of  Memphis,  a  longer  haul  by  310  miles,  is 
also  large. 

The  proportion  of  the  Nashville  through  rate  charged  on  a 
ton  of  first  class  goods  from  Cincinnati  to  Nashville  ma  the 
Louisville  &  Nashville  Bailroad,  a  distance  of  296  nules,  is 
$5.20,  while  the  proportion  of  the  Chattanooga  through  rate 
charged  from  Cincinnati  to  Chattanooga  via  the  Ginoii 
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Soiitlieru  Railway,  a  distance  of  335  miles  (only  40  miles  far- 
ther), is  SU.BO. 

It  is  quite  iinneeessury  to  multiply  examples  showing  the 
tlittereiices  resulting  from  these  relative  rates  in  the  transport- 
ation charges  on  eastern  merchandise  to  these  several  towns, 
as  their  ni?cessary  effect  in  limiting'  the  distance  to  whicl 
distribution  from  Chattanooga  can  be  profitably  effected  ie 
sufficiently  obvious  without  further  illustration. 

0.  As  appi^ars  from  tariffs  on  file  with  the  Commission,  the 
foHowing  cities  and  towns,  among  others,  are  grouped  with 
(•hattanooga  and  take  the  same  rttil  and  water  rates  on  class- 
ified traffi(t,  to  wit:  Dalton,  Home,  Atlanta,  Amerieus,  Athens, 
(^olumbus,  Fort  Gaines  and  Griffin,  in  the  state  of  Georgia; 
Huntsville,  Decatur,  Sheffield,  Tuscumbia,  Florence,  Gadsden, 
Oxford,  Talladega,  Anniston,  Birmingham,  Opelika,  Mont- 
gomery, Selma  and  Eufaula,  in  the  state  of  Alabama;  and 
Enterprise  and  Mtjridian,  in  the  state  of  Mississippi ;  Of  these, 
Dalton,  Home,  Atlanta,  Americus,  Athens,  Columbus,  Griffin, 
Anniston,  Gadsden,  Oxford,  Opelika  and  Eufaula  have  highei 
all  rail  class  rates  than  Chattanooga — their  all  rail  rates  oe 
the  six  numbered  classes  being  as  follows : 

1  2  3         4         5         6 

122        104        yi        77        03        51 

The  rates  to  Chattanooga  and  the  above  named  commoi 
points,  both  rail  and  water  and  all  rail,  are  established  by  tht 
Southern  llailway  k  Steamship  Association,  of  which  the 
defendant  lini^s  herein  are  members,  and  all  traffic  to  those 
points  is  gov(U'ned  by  the  classification  of  that  Association, 
The  traffic  to  Nashville  and  Memphis,  however,  irrespective  ol 
the  route  by  which  it  is  transported,  is  governed  by  the  Official 
or  Trunk  Liiui  classification.  There  may  be  some  disadvant- 
age to  Chattanooga  from  this  circumstance,  since  an  article  oi 
a  given  class  under  the  first  named  system  may  be  in  a  lowei 
class  under  the  other  system,  but  the  injury,  if  any,  resulting 
from  diflerences  of  that  character  is  not  believed  to  be  seriouS' 

The  general  range  of  rates  in  the  territory  covered  by  the 
Southern  llaihvay  k  Steamship  Association  is  materially 
higher  than  in  the  territory  of  the  Trunk  Line  Association, 
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the  ilifference  resulting  mainly  from  the  much  greater  volume 
of  traffic  in  the  latter  section ;  and  it  is  inevitable  that  difficul- 
ties should  exist  and  complaints  arise  along  the  line  of  division 
between  varying  systems  of  classification  and  unlike  methods 
of  tariff  construction. 

7.  There  are  no  through  lines  by  water  from  Cincinnati  to 
Nashville,  but  a  few  boats  are  run  from  Cincinnati  to  Paducah, 
Kentucky,  and  two  or  three  a  week,  carrying  from  six  to  eight 
carloads  each,  from  Paducah  to  Nashville.  Boats  are  unloaded 
and  loaded  again  at  Paducah.  No  eastern  business  of  any 
consequence  is  done,  and  these  water  lines  have  no  agents  to 
solicit  eastern  trade.  Their  traffic  is  from  Ohio  river  points. 
The  Atlantic  seaboard  shipments  to  Nashville  by  way  of  Cin- 
cinnati are  carried  wholly  by  rail. 

The  lower  Cumberland  river,  on  which  Nashville  is  situated, 
is  navigable  about  nine  months  in  the  year,  and  boats  run  that 
number  of  months  on  an  average.  Many  years  ago,  before 
the  days  of  railroads,  there  were  through  lines  of  boats  to 
Nashville  from  Cincinnati  and  other  cities,  but  they  have  all 
been  discontinued  on  account  of  the  rates  and  facilities  afforded 
by  the  railroads.  The  railroads  have  the  advantage  in  time, 
insurance  and  handling.  If  goods  were  shipped  from  the 
east  and  sent  by  water  from  Cincinnati  to  Nashville,  they 
would  have  to  be  unloaded  from  the  cars  and  loaded  in  boats 
at  Cincinnati,  and  loading  and  unloading  would  also  be  neces- 
sary at  Paducah.  A  through  line  of  boats  was  established 
and  kept  up  with  difficulty  for  some  time  after  the  war,  but 
was  long  ago  abandoned.  The  uncertainty  of  return  cargoes 
from  Nashville  would  apparently  prevent  the  maintenance  of 
such  a  line  of  boats  at  the  present  time,  even  if  secured 
against  a  reduction  in  rates  by  the  railroads. 

8.  The  lower  rates  accepted  by  the  carriers  engaged  in  the  . 
transportation  of  eastern  merchandise  to  Nashville  via  C/taUa^ 
nootja  are  not  forced  upon  them  by  any  water  competition  at 
the  former  place.  In  performing  this  service  for  the  compen- 
sation fixed  by  the  present  tariffs,  these  carriers  are  not 
affected  by  the  circumstance  that  water  communication  exists 
between  Cincinnati  and  Nashville.  The  Nashville  rate  is 
independent  of  the  lines  operating  through  Chattanooga,  and 
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those  lines  Imve  no  voice  in  deteruiiuinjj;  its  amouut.  1 
r.ite  is  niiule  l)v  the  all  mil  carriers  rut  Ciuciuuuti,  and  tl 
action  is  uncontrolled  by  the  defenilaut  lines.  The  competii 
which  the  hitter  meet  at  Nashville  is  distiuctlj'  the  coiupetit 
of  the  trunk  lines  and  the  Louisville  it  Nashville  system  wh 
northern  termini  are  at  points  on  the  Ohio  river  which  rec€ 
trunk  linti  rates  on  eastern  shipments.  The  competitors 
thr  defendants  for  this  Nashville  traffic,  therefore,  are 
railroads  from  the  Atlantic  seaboard  reaching  Nashville 
way  of  Cincinnati,  etc.,  all  of  which  are  interstate  earri 
suhjfct  to  the  Act  to  regulate  commerce.  These  cariers  est 
lished  rates  anil  united  in  joint  tariflis  from  eastern  points 
Nashvilh.'  long  befort*  the  lines  through  Chattanooga  euga{ 
in  the  Nashvilh^  business.  The  acceptance  of  the  rates 
tixed  by  the  rail  lines  ria  Cincinnati  was  the  necessary  con 
tion  u})on  which  the  lines  nia  Chattanooga  could  compete 
Nashville  traffic. 

As  already  stated,  the  through  rate  to  Nashville  by  the  C 
cinnati  route  is  made  by  certain  additions  to  the  trunk  1 
rat(^  from  the  east  to  the  latter  point.  The  amount  of  si 
additions  was  doubtless  tixed  originally  with  reference  to  \ 
water  ratios  between  those  cities,  and  it  may  be  that  the  p« 
sibilities  of  water  carriage  have  some  influence  iu  maintain: 
the  present  iigures.  But  wt^  are  far  from  satisfied,  and  reft 
to  iind  on  the  evidejice  in  this  case,  that  there  is  any  act 
watrr  coinp<'tition  for  traffic  from  Atlantic  points  to  Nashvl 
or  th;d  tin-  Louisville  k  Nashville  road  is  forced  to  take  si 
traffic  at  the  ct)m])ensation  now  received  by  it,  because 
river  communication  between  Cincinnati  and  Nashville  f 
nishing  the  oi>p()rtunity  for  such  competition.  The  river  ra 
betweiMi  those  ])laces  are  now  considerablv  lower  than  the  i 
rates,  and  more  or  less  of  the  local  traffic  goes  by  water;  1 
the  thnmgh  business  from  Atlantic  cities,  sanng  the  tii 
distance  and  cost  of  breaking  bulk  at  Cincinnati,  would  c< 

L.  ■  ... 

tinue  to  go  by  rail,  in  our  judgment,  even  if  the  dispai 
l)('tw<'en  land  and  water  rates  were  materially  greater  that  i 
\u)\\.  There  might, of  courst^,  be  such  an  advance  in  rail  ra 
lliat  .-shipments  from  the  east  would  take  the  water  route  fr 
Cincinnati.     AVhat  amount  of  diilerence  would  produce  t 
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result  it  is  impossible  to  determine  from  the  testimony:  but 
we  find  that  such  difference  might  be  substantially  greater 
than  it  is  at  present  without  important  effect  upon  the  raibroad 
tonnage  from  the  east,  and  that  the  through  rate  to  Nashville 
is  in  no  sense  controlled  by  water  competition  at  that  point, 
either  actually  encountered  or  seriously  apprehended. 

9.  The  situation  is  quite  different  with  respect  to  Memphis. 
The  defendant  lines  actually  meet  water  competition  at  that 
point  which  is  direct  and  to  a  large  degree  controlling.  The 
lieavy  shipments  from  the  Atlantic  seaboard  to  Memphis  go 
for  the  most  part  by  way  of  New  Orleans,  and  the  carriers 
complained  of  in  this  proceeding  make  little  effort  to  compete 
with  the  water  lines  on  traffic  of  that  description.  At  least  a 
third  of  the  entire  volume  of  eastern  merchandise  appears  to 
reach  Memphis  by  ocean  steamer  to  New  Orleans,  and  thence 
by  water  or  rail  to  destination.  The  differences  between  the 
rates  on  the  several  classes  of  freight  from  eastern  cities  over 
the  routes  through  Chattanooga,  and  the  rates  by  ocean  to 
Xew  Orleans  and  thence  by  the  Mississippi  river  to  Memphis, 
are  shown  by  the  following  table: 

By  defendants'  lines. 

1  2  8  4  5  6 


1.00       .85       .65       .45       .88       .85 

By  New  Orleans  and  river. 

.65        .60        .45        .83        .28        .27 
Differences.     .35        .25        .20        .12        .10       .08 

On  shipments  from  New  York  to  New  Orleans  by  ocean, 
and  thence  by  rail  to  Memphis,  the  rates  now  in  force  for  the 
several  classes  are  83  cents,  75  cents,  57  cents,  40  cents,  84 
cents  and  32  cents;  also  the  following  commodity  rates,  vis: 
on  bags,  bagging,  soda  and  coffee  82  cents;  on  boots  and 
shoes,  dry  goods,  carpets,  clothing  and  notions  68  cents ;  and 
on  cotton  piece  goods  52  cents. 

There  are  two  steamers  per  week  of  large  capacity  from 
New  York  to  New  Orleans,  and  three  or  four  lines  of  boats 
ply  the  Mississippi  at  all  seasons  of  the  year  between  the 
latter  place  and  Memphis.     Large  quantities  of  dry  goods. 


1 


5i)i  INTERSTATE  COMMERCE  COMMISSION  BEPOBTS. 

staple  groceries  and  other  similar  articles,  which  at  Memp] 
amount  to  a  very  large  tonnage,  reach  the  wholesale  dealers 
that  city  via  Now  Orleans  at  the  rates  above  stated.  The  r 
carriers  from  the  east  cannot  meet  these  rates  and  do  not  cc 
trol  this  class  of  business.  Their  participation  in  the  traffic 
mainly  confined  to  the  higher  grades  of  freight,  on  which  t 
advantages  in  time,  insurance  and  other  items  coinpensate  i 
the  increased  cost  of  transportation.  It  appears  also  that  t 
East  Tennessee,  Virginia  &  Georgia  Railway,  and  presnmal 
'  the  other  defendants,  have  agreed  with  the  steamship  lii 
running  to  New  Orleans,  and  their  connecting  carriers 
Memphis,  upon  the  present  differentials  in  favor  of  the  N< 
Orleans  route  to  that  destination ;  and  the  fact  of  such  ; 
agreement  to  prevent  ruinous  rate  cutting  indicates  with  mn 
force  the  existence  and  positive  influence  of  water  competitii 
for  the  carrying  trade  to  that  town.  The  apparent  effect 
these  diflerentials  is  to  give  to  the  water  routes  a  lai^e  sha 
of  the  heavy  and  bulky  traflic,  especially  the  coarser  ai 
cheaper  goods  of  general  consumption  at  all  periods  of  t 
year,  while  the  lines  operated  by  the  defendants  transport  t 
greater  portion  of  the  more  valuable  commodities  embraced 
the  higher  classes. 

It  is  possible,  also,  that  the  obtainable  rates  on  MempI 
traffic  are  affected,  in  some  measure  at  least,  if  not  to  a  co 
trolling  degree,  by  the  tariffs  made  and  business  secured  1 
the  rail  lines  reaching  that  point  through  Cincinnati.  T 
action  and  influence  of  tliose  lines  have  already  been  describi 
in  the  findings  relating  to  Nashville,  and  further  statements 
regard  thereto  can  hardly  be  required  in  this  connectio 
Indeed,  there  seems  to  bo  no  occasion  for  reciting  other  fac 
bearing  upon  transportation  charges  to  Memphis,  because  t] 
still  lower  rates  enjoyed  by  Nashville,  and  the  greater  proximi 
of  that  town  to  Chattanooga,  present  the  leading  issue  in  th 
investigation.  An  equitable  adjustment  of  the  relative  rat 
applied  to  these  two  cities  will,  as  it  now  appears,  make  ai 
special  consideration  of  the  Memphis  tariff  practically  unne 
essary. 

10.  There  is  a  conceded  margin  of  profit  in  the  rates  now  : 
force  to  Nashville  and  Memphis,  with  reference  to  the  add 
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tional  expense  incurred  in  carrying  eastern  traffic  to  those 
destinations,  but  whether  that  margin  affords  reasonable  com- 
pensation for  the  services  thus  rendered  cannot  be  determined 
from  the  evidence. 


Conclusions. 

The  situation  which  we  have  thus  attempted  to  describe  is 
one  of  peculiar  difficulty.  It  is  easy  to  perceive  the  disad* 
vantages  which  gave  rise  to  this  complaint,  but  the  remedy  that 
can  be  applied,  with  due  regard  to  the  rights  of  the  carriers 
affected,  is  not  readily  discovered.  The  prejudice  to  which 
Chattanooga  is  subjected  by  reason  of  the  lower  rates  of  trans* 
portation  to  Nashville  and  Memphis  is  obvious  and  conceded, 
but  how  to  avoid  that  result  without  unjust  consequences  to 
the  defendants  is  an  extremely  obstinate  problem.  There  are 
certain  considerations,  however,  bearing  upon  this  question 
which  indicate  the  direction  in  which  a  solution  is  to  be  sought. 

In  the  findings  of  fact  above  set  forth  we  have  stated  that 
the  rates  accepted  for  carrying  eastern  traffic  to  Nashville 
through  Chattanooga  are  not  influenced  by  water  competition 
at  the  terminal  point,  but  that  the  sole  competition  for  Nash- 
ville business  from  the  Atlantic  seaboard  comes  from  the  all 
rail  lines  reaching  the  same  destination  by  way  of  Cincinnati. 
We  do  not  see  how  there  can  be  actual  competition  between 
carriers  except  under  circumstances  where  the  traffic  for  which 
they  compete  would  be  taken  by  one  of  them  ii  the  other  were 
not  in  the  field ;  and  such  competition  can  be  controlling  at  a 
given  point  only  to  the  extent  that  either  is  in  a  position  to  do 
the  entire  business  if  the  others  were  unable  or  unwilling  to 
engage  iu  it.  One  transportation  line  cannot  be  said  to  meet 
the  competition  of  another  transportation  line  for  the  carrying 
trade  of  any  particular  locality,  unless  the  latter  line  could 
and  would  perform  the  service  alone  if  the  former  did  not 
undertake  it.  This  being  so,  the  defendants  cannot  maintain 
that  there  is  water  competition  for  the  carriage  of  eastern 
merchandise  to  Nashville,  because  none  of  that  traffic  would 
reach  its  destination  by  water  if  the  lines  through  Chattanooga 
withdrew   or  were   excluded    from    the    Nashville  business. 
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Plainly,  in  such  event,  all  traffic  from  the  east  to  that  point 
would  be  carried  over  the  rail  routes  via  Cincinnati  ;  the  water 
lines  on  the  Ohio  and  Cumberland  river  would  not  participate 
in  it  any  more  than  they  do  at  present.  In  other  words  the 
real  competitors  of  the  defendants  for  this  transportation  are 
the  all  rail,  carriers  reaching  Nashville  by  way  of  Cincinnati, 
and  those  carriers  are  confessedly  amenable  to  the  Act  to  reg- 
ulate commerce.  If  these  views  are  correct  they  control, 
prima  facie  at  least,  the  determination  of  this  case,  for  the 
primary  (juestion  involved  has  been  recently  decided  by  the 
Commission. 

In  a  series  of  proceedings  instituted  by  the  Georgia  Railroad 
Commission,  we  have  taken  occasion  to  review  with  much  care 
the  fourth  section  of  the  statute,  familarly  known  as  "the  long 
and  short  haul  clause,"  and  have  given  it  a  construction 
intended  to  have  general  application. 

Ga,  R.  12.  Com,  V.  Clyde  Steam  ship  Company  ^et  aL,  4  Int€rs. 
Com.  Rep.  120,  5  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  324. 

The  consideration  which  this  feature  of  the  law  received  in 
the  cases  here  referred  to,  and  the  reasons  advanced  for  the 
conclusions  therein  announced,  will  appear  from  an  examina- 
tion of  the  report  of  the  Commission  in  those  cases,  made 
public  a  few  weeks  ago,  and  need  not  be  repeated  in  this 
opinion.  The  proposition  which  distinctly  applies  to  the 
present  proceeding  was  stated  with  conciseness  in  the  follow- 
ing language : 

•*  The  carrier  has  the  right  to  judge  in  the  first  instance 
whether  it  is  justified  in  making  the  greater  charge  for  the 
shorter  distance  under  the  fourth  section  in  all  cases  where 
the  circumstances  and  conditions  arise  wholly  upon  its  own 
line  or  through  competition  for  the  same  traffic  with  earners 
not  subject  to  regulation  under  the  Act  to  regulate  commerce. 
In  other  cases  under  the  fourth  section,  the  circumstances  and 
conditions  are  not  presum])tively  dissimilar,  and  carriers  must 
not  charge  less  for  the  longer  distance  except  upon  the  order 
of  this  Commission." 

This  ruling  is  directly  in  point  and  conclusive  upon  the 
primary  issue  in  this  controversy,  because  the  competitors  of 
these   defendants   for   the   Nashville   traffic   in   question    are 
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themselves  interstate  carriers  by  rail,  and  subject  in  all  respects 
to  the  Act  to  regulate  commerce.  It  follows,  therefore,  that 
the  carriers  herein  complained  of  which  engage  in  the  trans- 
portation of  freight  from  the  eastern  seaboard  ta  Nashville 
through  Chattanooga,  and  publish  and  accept  rates  therefore 
w  bich  are  lower  than  the  rates  maintained  by  them  for  like 
transportation  to  Chattanooga — a  shorter  haul  included  in  the 
longer  haul  to  Nashville — are  acting  in  plain  violation  of  the 
fourth  section,  and  that  the  resulting  discrimination  against 
Chattanooga  must  be  adjudged  unlawful. 

Upon  the  facts  ascertained  in  this  case  and  the  interpretation 
of  the  statute  to  which  we  adhere,  any  other  conclusion  would 
be  quite  inconsistent.  The  construction  placed  upon  the  long 
and  short  haul  clause  in  the  Georgia  cases  was  deliberately 
adopted,  and  its  controlling  application  to  the  present  contro* 
versy  is  not  open  to  serious  question.  We  must  hold  that  the 
lower  rates  accorded  by  the  defendants  on  shipments  to  Nash- 
ville are  without  warrant  of  law,  and  that  th^  higher  charges 
exacted  on  shipments  to  Chattanooga  cannot  be  sanctioned  in 
this  proceeding. 

lu  justice  to  the  various  parties  in  interest,  however,  it 
should  be  added  that  this  disposition  of  the  case  is  not  intended 
to  preclude  the  defendants  from  applying  to  the  Commission 
for  relief  from  the  restrictions  imposed  by  the  fourth  section 
of  the  Act,  on  the  ground  that  the  situation  in  which  they  are 
placed  with  reference  to  this  Nashville  traffic  constitutes  one 
of  the  "special  cases"  to  which  the  proviso  clause  of  that  sec- 
tion should  be  applied. 

It  is  stated  in  the  foregoing  findings  that  the  present  Nash- 
ville rate  is  prescribed  by  the  rail  lines  reaching  that  point  via 
Ciueiunati,  and  that  the  defendant  lines  through  Chattanooga  . 
liav(^  no  voice  or  influence  in  determining  its  amount*  These 
linos  are  under  compulsion,  therefore,  to  meet  the  rates  which 
other  carriers  have  established,  or  leave  those  carriers  in 
undisturbed  possession  of  the  entire  traffic.  They  have  no 
alternative  but  to  accept  the  measure  of  compensation  dictated 
by  independent  rivals,  or  abandon  the  large  percentage  of. 
Nashville  business  which  they  now  secure.  In  addition  to 
this,  the  geographical  position  of  these  two  cities,  the  diverge 


568  INTEKSTATE  COMMERCE  COMMISSION  BEPORTS. 

character  aiul  divergent  coiii'ses  of  the  several  gronpes  of  lines 
which  connect  them  with  the  Atlantic  seaboard,  the  varying 
systems  of  classifications  by  which  they  are  severally  affected, 
and  the  greater  volume  of  traffic  at  the  lower  rates  prevailing 
in  the  trunk  line  territory,  are  existing  conditions  which  govern, 
to  some  degree  at  least,  the  transportation  in  question.  For 
these  conditions  the  carriers  complained  of  do  not  appear 
chiefly  responsible,  because  the  lower  rate  to  NashviUe  is 
beyond  their  control,  and  the  allowance  of  the  same  rate  to 
the  shorter  distance  point  might  reduce  their  revenues  below 
the  limits  of  fair  compensation.  Without  in  any  sense  pre- 
judging the  case,  we  hold  that  the  defendants  may  invoke  its 
consideration  in  an  appro))riate  proceeding. 

Any  such  intimation,  however,  should  not  be  understood  as 
covering  an  implied  indorsement  of  the  present  disparity  in 
rates  as  between  Chattanooga  and  Nashville,  for  no  such  infer- 
ence is  intended.  The  suggestion  here  made  goes  no  further 
than  the  propriety  of  an  unprejudiced  investigation,  when  per- 
mission to  deviate  from  the  general  rule  of  the  statute  is  applied 
for  by  those  carriers  on  account  of  the  special  circumstances 
by  which  they  are  surrounded. 

It  seems  improbable  that  the  discrimination  complained  of 
can  be  made  less  oppressive  by  any  increase  in  the  Nashville 
rate,  and  on  that  assumption  the  only  practical  relief  is  a 
reduction  in  rates  to  Chattanooga.  We  are  aware  of  the  diffi- 
culties attending  a  readjustment  upon  that  basis,  but  we  cannot 
regard  them  insuperable.  On  the  contrary  we  firmly  believe 
that  the  eastern  rate  to  this  point  can  be  materially  reduced 
without  injustice  to  the  defendants  and  without  serious  disturb- 
ances to  the  general  scheme  of  tariff  construction  with  which 
that  rate  is  connected.  Compared  with  rates  to  other  points 
and  on  other  lines,  for  similar  distances  and  a  corresponding 
volume  of  traffic,  the  rate  to  Chattanooga  seems  extremely 
liberal,  to  say  the  le:ist ;  while  a  strong  presumption  of  its 
uiiirasonablenoss  is  created  by  the  voluntary  action  of  the 
(U'tcudants  tliemsolves  in  seeking  business  at  decidedly  lower 
liitcs  to  })oints  much  more?  remote.  AVhen  these  carriers,  for 
instance,  charge  sovtMity-thrce  cents  per  hundred  pounds  on 
fourth  class  freight  frcmi  New  York  to  Chattanooga,  and  at  the 
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same  time  .carry  like  shipments  160  miles  farther  to  Nashyille 
for  forty-two  cents  a  hundred,  and  do  this  not  incidently  but 
for  a  series  of  years,  the  belief  that  the  higher  rate  is  excessive 
becomes  a  positive  conviction.  We  are  familiar  with  the  argn* 
incnt  by  which  the  policy  of  lower  rates  to  competitive  points 
is  defended,  and  concede  its  conclusiveness  in  certain  cases 
and  within  certain  limits;  but  when  the  disparity  between 
long  and  short  distance  charges  reaches  the  proportions  here 
exhibited,  the  inference  is  irresistible  that  the  lesser  rate  must 
be  unremunerative  upon  any  theory,  or  else  the  larger  rate 
gives  an  unwarranted  return  for  the  services  rendered.  As  the 
Commission  has  said  in  another  case  where  a  similar  question 
was  considered  :  ''the  difference  between  the  figures  is  too  great 
to  permit  the  lower  charge  to  be  justified  by  the  rule  of  exped- 
iency without  condemning  the  higher  charge  by  the  rule  of 
reasonable  compensation." 

We  entertain  little  doubt,  therefore,  that  equity  between 
shipper  and  carrier  requires  some  reduction  in  the  rates  now 
enforced  on  Chattanooga  traffic  from  Atlantic  points,  and  are 
convinced  of  the  necessity  for  such  a  reduction  to  secure  rela- 
tive  justice  between  that  town  and  Nashville.  We  refrain  from 
farther  statement  of  the  reasons  which  have  induced  this  oon- 
elusion,  as  the  amount  to  which  the  Chattanooga  rate  should 
be  reduced  will  not  now  be  decided.  If  the  carriers  engaged 
in  Nashville  transportation  through  Chattanooga  act  upon  the 
suggestio  B  above  made,  and  apply  for  relief  from  the  restrict- 
ive rule  laid  down  in  the  fourth  section,  the  subject  can  be 
more  fully  considered  in  disposing  of  that  application ;  while 
if  such  action  is  not  taken  by  them  within  the  time  allowed  for 
that  purpose,  it  will  be  the  duty  of  the  Commission  to  make  a 
iiiuil  order  in  tbis  proceeding  prohibiting  higher  charges  on 
sliipmeuts  to  Chattanooga  than  are  or  may  be  accepted  on  like 
shipnieuts  to  Nashville.  In  addition  to  this,  it  may  be  remarked 
that  the  complainant's  case  was  presented  on  the  theory  that 
the  prohibitive  requirement  of  the  statute  should  be  strictly 
enforced  against  these  defendants,  while  they  in  turn  contended 
that  the  full  difference  now  maintained  between  rates  to  Chat- 
tanooga and  to  Nashville  was  justified  by  the  necessities  of  the 
situation.     The  question  which  may  arise,  if  permission  is 
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sought  to  depart  from  the  general  rule  relating  (o  long  and 
short  hauls,  was  not  specially  discussed.  On  this  ground  also, 
it  would  seem  suitable  to  allow  opportunity  for  a  further  hear- 
ing before  fixing  maximum  rates  on  shipments  to  Chattanooga. 

We  deem  it  unnecessary  to  make  any  comment  upon  the 
rates  in  force  at  Memphis  or  give  any  directions  in  respect 
thereto,  because,  as  stated  in  the  findings,  the  fundamental 
question  in  this  case  arises  between  Chattanooga  and  Nashville* 
and  an  equitable  adjustment  of  rates  between  those  towns  may 
obviate  any  separatti  consideration  of  the  Memphis  tariff. 

These  views  lead  to  the  following  order : 

For  reasons  stated  in  the  foregoing  opinion,  it  is  adjudged 
unlawful  for  the  defendants  herein  to  make  or  accept  rates  on 
shipments  from  Atlantic  seaboard  points  to  Nashville  through 
Chattanooga,  which  are  lower  than  the  rates  made  and  enforced 
by  them  at  the  same  time  on  like  shipments  to  Chattanooga — 
a  shorter  distance  included  in  the  longer  distance  to  Nashville* 
The  defendants,  therefore,  are  ordered  and  required  to  cease 
and  desist  from  making,  enforcing  or  receiving  any  higher  rates 
for  such  transportation  as  aforesaid  to  Chattanooga  than  are 
or  may  be  made  or  accepted  by  them  at  the  same  time  for  like 
transportation  to  Nashville. 

To  enable  the  defendants  to  apply  for  relief  under  the  proviso 
clause  of  the  fourth  section  of  the  Act  to  regulate  commerce, 
this  order  will  be  suspended  until  the  first  day  of  February, 
1893 ;  but  the  same  will  take  efl'ect  and  be  in  force  from  and 
after  that  date  unless  such  application  be  made  prior  thereto. 
In  case  such  relief  shall  be  applied  for  within  the  time  men- 
tioned, the  question  of  further  suspending  this  order  until  the 
hearinfjj  and  determination  of  such  application  vnH  be  duly 
considered. 

In  this  report  and  opinion  all  the  Commissioners  concui\ 


GT.  NOBTHEBN  BY.  GO.  V.  a,  M.  A  ST.  P.  BY.  00.,  BT.  AL.       671 

THE  CHAMBEB  OF  COMMERCE  OF  MINNEAPOLIS, 
MINJ^ESOTA,  F.  THE  GKEAT  NOBTHEBN  BAIL- 
WAY  COMPANY;  THE  CHICAGO,  MILWAUKEE  A 
ST.  PAUL  BAILWAY  COMPANY;  THE  NOBTHEBN 
PACIFIC  BAILBOAD  COMPANY;  THE  CHICAGO 
&  NORTHWESTEBN  BAILWAY  COMPANY;  THE 
CHICAGO,  ST.  PAUL,  MINNEAPOLIS  &  OMAHA 
RAILWAY  COMPANY;  THE  MINNEAPOLIS,  ST. 
PAUL  &  8AULT  STE.  MABIE  BAILWAY  COM- 
PANY; THE  ST.  PAUL  &  DULUTH  BAILBOAD 
COMPANY  Individdallt  and  as  Lessee  of  THE  DU- 
LUTH SHOBT  LINE  BAILWAY;  THE  EASTERN 
RAILWAY    COMPANY   OF   MINNESOTA. 

THE  CHAMBER  OF  COMMERCE  OF  MILWAUKEE; 
THE  INTERIOR  WISCONSIN  MILLERS  ASSOCI- 
ATION; THE  EASTERN  MINNESOTA  MILLERS 
ASSOCIATION;  THE  SOUTHERN  MINNESOTA 
MILLERS  ASSOCIATION;  THE  BOARD  OF  TRADE 
OF  DULUTH,  MINNESOTA;  THE  JOBBERS  UNION 
OF  DULUTH,  MINNESOTA ;  THE  CHAMBER  OP 

COMMERCE   OF    DULUTH   MINNESOTA. 

Intervenora^ 


Complaint  filed,  February  8,  1892.— Joint  answer  filed,  March  19,  1W3. — 
AmeDdmeuts  to  complaint  allowed,  March  24  to  May  14, 1892. — ^Answer 
to  amended  complaint  filed,  April  16, 1892. — Petitions  for  leave  to  Inter- 
vene filed  and  allowed,  April  19  to  June  21, 1892. — Hearing  at  Minneapolis, 
Minnesota,  May  25-27,  1892.— Hearing  at  Washington,  D.  C,  July  7-9, 
1893.— Briefs  filed,  August  12  to  September  12, 1892.— Decided,  January 
3,  1893. 


1.  When  a  local  rate  from  a  given  .'point  is  alleged  anreasooable,  but  It 
appears  from  the  record  that  such  local  rate  is  also  a  proportioii  ot 
through  rates  from  that  point,  and  as  such  is  the  real  subjeot  of 
controversy,  the  complaint  should  be  directed  against  the  aggtes*tA 
through  rate,  not  the  share  received  by  any  inittal  carriet,  and  all  tl>» 
carriers  composing  the  through  lines  are  neceooMy  piuilas. 
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2.  A  town  favorably  situated  with  respect  to  one  through  route,  but  com- 
peting in  a  common  market  with  another  town  more  favorably  located  on 
another  through  route,  should  not  have  a  reduction  of  the  local  rate  over 
roads  connecting  the  two  through  routes  for  the  purpose  of  overcoming 
the  natural  advantage  which  the  latter  competing  town  enjoys. 

S.  A  milling  town  possessing  great  natural,  acquired  and  improved  advant- 
ages for  the  carrying  on  of  that  industry,  and  favorably  situate  in  point 
of  distance  to  a  large  grain  producing  region,  is  entitled  to  the  benefits 
arising  from  its  location,  and  carriers  of  grain  to  that  point  and  to  a 
competing  town  considerably  more  remote  from  points  of  production, 
and  in  other  particulars  less  advantageously  located,  are  not  Justified  in 
making  rates  on  grain  to  the  competing  towns  which  destroy  the  advant- 
age the  former  is  entitled  to  enjoy. 

4.  Rates  on  wheat  from  points  in  North  and  South  Dakota  to  Minneapolis 
as  compared  with  the  rates  charged  over  considerably  greater  distances 
from  the  same  points  to  Duluth  and  adjacent  Lake  Superior  ports  subject 
Minneapolis  millers  to  undue  and  unreasonable  prejudice  and  disadvant- 
age. Defendants  ordered  to  adjust  their  rates  on  wheat  from  said  points 
to  Minneapolis  and  Duluth  upon  the  basis  of  distance  over  nearest  prac- 
ticable routes. 

Mess7's,  Britton  dk  Gray  and  Flannery  cfe  Cooke  for  Com- 
plainant. 

M,  D,  Graver  for  Great  Northern  Bailway  Company  and 
Eastern  Railway  Company  of  Minnesota. 

«/.  T,  Fish  iic  Burton  Ilaii8on  for  Chicago,  Milwaukee  &  St. 
Paul  Railway  Company. 

Jas,  McNaught;  J,  C.  Bullitt^  Jr.^  and  Garland  c&  Jfay,  for 
Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Company. 

W.  C.  Goudy  for  Chicago  &  Northwestern  Railway  Company. 

J,  If,  Howe  cfc  6".  Z.  Perrin  for  Chicago,  St.  Paul,  Minneapolis 
&  Omaha  Railway  Company. 

A,  li.  Bright  di  JH.  B,  Koon  for  Minneapolis,  St.  Paul  & 
Sault  Sto.  Marie  Railway  Company. 

Lusk^  Bunn  dj  Iladley  for  St.  Paul  &  Duluth  Railroad  Com- 
pany. 

Hugh  Ryan  for  Milwaukee  Chamber  of  Commerce. 

Chas,  Eapenschied  for  Southern  Minnesota  Millers  Associ- 
ation. 

W)n,  TT.  BilUon  for  Board  of  Trade,  Chamber  of  Commerce, 
and  Jobbers  Union  of  Duluth,  Minnesota. 

iS,  A,  Thompifon  for  Duluth  Chamber  of  Commerce. 
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REPORT  AND  OPINION  OF  THE  COMMISSION. 

McDiLL,  Commissioner: 

The  petition  in  this  proceeding  states  that  complainant  is  a 
corporation  created  and  existing  under  and  by  virtue  of  the 
laws  of  the  state  of  Minnesota,  and  that  a  main  purpose  of  its 
organization  is  to  advance  the  general  prosperity  and  business 
interests  of  the  city  pf  Minneapolis.  The  oilier  important 
allegations  in  the  petition  are  as  follows : 

That  the  Great  Northern  Bailway  Company  is  a  common 
carrier  by  railroad  between  points  in  North  and  South  Dakota 
and  Minnesota,  to  and  from  Minneapolis,  Minnesota,  and  to 
and  from  Duluth,  Minnesota,  and  ta  and  from  West  Superior^ 
Wisconsin,  over  its  own  line.  Substantially  the  same  allega* 
tion  is  made  with  reference  to  the  other  defendants,  except  the 
St.  Paul  &  Duluth  Bailroad  Company,  which  is  stated  to  be  a 
common  carrier  over  its  own  line  of  railroad  between  Minne^ 
apolis  and  Duluth,  Minnesota,  and  West  Superior,  Wisconsin^ 

That  each  and  all  of  the  defendants  are  engaged  in  the 
transportation  of  wheat  and  flour  over  their  own  separate 
lines,  or  in  combination  with  the  lines  of  each  other  under  a 
common  control,  management  or  arrangement,  by  continuoua 
all  rail  carriage  from  common  points,  or  from  a  common  belt 
of  wheat  producing  territory,  situate  and  lying  southwest,  west 
and  northwest  of  the  state  of  Minnesota,  and  in  the  westeni 
part  of  the  state  of  Minnesota,  to  Minneapolis,  Minnesota,  or 
through  or  around  Minneapolis  to  Duluth  and  other  Lake 
Superior  ports  in  the  states  of  Minnesota  and  of  Wisconsin^ 
and  thence  to  eastern  points  in  combination  with  various  east- 
ern rail  and  vessel  lines,  and  therefore  subject  to  the  Act  to 
regulate  commerce. 

That  the  rates  established  and  charged  by  defendants  for 
the  transportation  of  wheat  from  competitive  and  intermediate 
points  in  North  and  South  Dakota  and  Minnesota  to  Minne* 
apolis  are  unreasonable  and  unjust. 

That  by  said  rates  as  compared  with  rates  charged  by 
defendants  from  the  same  points  to  Duluth  and  other  Lake 
Superior  ports,  Minneapolis  is  unjustly  discriminated  against 
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and  subjected  to  undue  and  unreasonable  prejudice  and  disad- 
vantage, and  undue  and  unreasonable  preference  and  advant- 
age is  given  to  said  Lake  Superior  ports. 

That  the  rate  on  flour  from  Minneapolis  to  Duluth  which 
ilelendants,  The  Great  Northern,  Northern  Pacific,  St.  Paul  & 
Duluth,  and  Chicago,  St.  Paul,  Minneapolis  &  Omaha,  have 
increased  from  five  to  seven  and  a  half  cents  per  hundred 
pounds  is  unjust  and  unreasonable  as  against  Minneapolis,  and 
in  connection  with  the  wheat  rates  aforesaid,  subject  Minne- 
apolis to  further  undue  and  unreasonable  prejudice  and  disad- 
vantage. That  this  rate  of  seven  and  a  half  cents  on  flour 
from  Minneapolis  to  Duluth,  while  rates  on  wheat  are,  from  a 
large  section  of  country,  jbhe  same  to  both  of  those  points, 
imposes  upon  Minneapolis  flour  a  cost  of  fifteen  cents  for  each 
barrel  when  put  upon  Lake  Superior  shipboard  over  and  above 
the  cost  of  transportation  involved  in  the  manufacture  of  flour 
at  Duluth  or  the  other  Lake  Superior  points ;  and  that  the 
^ff'ect  thereof  is  to  make  milling  at  Minneapolis  unprofitable. 

That  the  Great  Northern,  the  Northern  Pacific,  the  Omaha, 
and  Duluth  companies  now  own  and  control  wharves,  docks, 
elevators,  lands  and  other  facilities  at  Duluth  and  other  Lake 
Superior  ports,  and  are  also  by  ownership  or  control  or  by 
traffic  arrangements  with  lines  of  boats  reaching  eastern  mar- 
kets via  the  lakes,  k.rgely  interested  in  developing  the  traffic 
to  and  from  such  lake  ports;  and  that  this  increase  in  the 
flour  rate  is  intended  to  foster  and  build  up  their  interests  in 
manifest  disregard  of  the  interests  of  Minneapolis. 

The  complainant  prays  that  defendants  be  ordered  to  cease 
and  desist  from  charging  more  for  the  transportation  of  wheat 
to  Minneapolis  than  75  per  cent  of  the  rate  charged  by  them 
for  carrying  said  commodity  from  the  same  points  to  Duluth 
and  other  adjacent  Lake  Superior  ports,  and  from  charging 
more  for  the  transportation  of  flour  from  Minneapolis  to  Duluth 
and  said  other  ports  than  8^  cents  per  hundred  pounds ;  or 
that  said  defendants  be  ordered  to  so  adjust  their  charges  that 
the  rate  on  wheat  from  points  of  sliii)ment  to  Minneapolis 
added  to  the  rate  on  flour  from  Minneapolis  to  Duluth  and 
said  other  ports  shall  not  exceed  the  rates  charged  by  them 
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^or  carrying  wheat  from  the  same  points  of  shipment  to  Dtilnth 
and  the  other  lake  ports  aforesaid. 

For  conyenience,  the  defendant  carriers  will  hereinafter  be 
called  by  the  following  titles :  Great  Northern — ^for  the  railway 
company  of  that  name ;  St.  Panl — ^for  the  Chicago^  Milwaukee 
<fe  St.  Paul  Railway  Company ;  Northern  Pacific — ^for  the  ri^- 
road  company  of  that  name ;  Northwestern — ^for  the  Chicago, 
&  Northwestern  Bailway  Company :  Omaha — ^for  the  Chicago, 
St.  Paul,  Minneapolis  &  Omaha  Railway  Company;  '^Soo" — 
for  the  Minneapolis,  St.  Paul  &  Sault  Ste.  Marie  Bailway 
Company ;  Duluth — for  the  St.  Panl  &  Dxduth  Railroad  Com- 
pauy ;  Eastern  of  Minnesota — for  the  Eastern  Bailway  Com* 
pany  of  Minnesota. 

The  Great  Northern,  the  Northern  Pacific,  the  St.  Paul,  the 
Northwestern,  the  Omaha  and  the  "Soo*'  Companies,  filed  a 
joint  answer  to  the  petition  in  which  they  state: — 

That  the  Great  Northern  road  in  the  direction  of  Lake 
Superior  points  terminates  at  Hinckley  in  Minnesota,  and 
there  connects  with  the  Eastern  of  Minnesota,  a  line  which 
extends  from  Hinckley  into  Superior  and  Duluth. 

That  the  St.  Paul  does  not  own  or  control  a  line  extending 
to  Lake  Superior  points,  but  that  it  and  the  Northwestern 
reach  Lake  Superior  points  by  connecting  lines. 

That  the  Duluth  road  does  not  extend  east  of  St.  Paul  or 
west  of  Minneapolis,  and  its  line  between  St.  Paul,  Minneapolis 
and  Duluth  is  wholly  within  the  state  of  Minnesota. 

They  deny  that  the  rates  demanded  and  collected  for  traffic 
named  in  the  petition  are  unreasonable  or  unjust,  or  that  they 
unlawfully  discriminate  against  the  wheat  or  milling  or  any 
industries  of  Minneapolis,  or  occasion  undue  preference  to 
lake  traffic  under  similar  conditions  and  circumstances  at 
Lake  Superior  points,  and  allege  that  rates  for  the  carriage  of 
wheat  to  Minneapolis  have  never  been  lower,  at  least  relatively 
lower,  than  at  the  present  time,  and  that  for  years  past  the 
rates  have  been  relatively  the  same  from  North  and  Soaih 
Dakota  to  Minneapolis  and  Lake  Superior  as  at  presenL 
They  also  deny  that  the  wheat,  milling  or  business  interestfrin 
Minneapolis  have  been  injuriously  affected  in  any  way  by  tiie 
maintenance  of  existing  rates. 
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The  Omaha,  Duluth,  Northern  Pacific  and  Great  Northern 
Companies,  admit  that  they  have  an  interest  in  docks  and 
transfer  facilities  at  Lake  Superior  points;  but  deny  that  they 
or  either  of  them  have  made  and  maintained  rates  with  a  view 
of  building  up  the  interests  of  Lake  Superior  points  at  the 
expense  of  Minneapolis. 

They  admit  that  the  rate  on  flour  of  five  cents  per  hundred 
pounds  was  for  a  time  maintained,  but  allege  that  it  was  unrea- 
sonably low  and  the  result  of  unfair  competition,  and  deny 
that  the  rate  of  seven  and  a  half  cents  per  hundred  now  charged 
on  flour  from  Minneapolis  to  Lake  Superior  points  is  unrea- 
sonable. 

The  joint  answer  states  that  the  distances  from  Minneapolis 
to  Duluth  are,  via  the  line  of  the  Great  Northern,  187  miles ; 
via  the  Duluth,  153  miles;  via  the  Omaha,  188  miles;  and  via 
the  Northern  Pacific,  237  miles.  That  the  rate  from  Minneap- 
olis to  Duluth,  though  it  is  named  as  a  local  rate,  is  in  fact 
part  of  a  through  rate  on  shipments  destined  to  points  east  of 
Buflfalo  or  to  points  on  the  seaboard.  That  the  reduction  of 
the  rate  on  flour  from  Minneapolis  to  Lake  Superior  points 
while  apparently  a  reduction  of  a  local  rate,  would  be  in  fact 
a  reduction  made  for  the  purpose  of  affecting  the  through  rate 
from  Minneapolis  to  eastern  points,  and  the  practical  effect  of 
such  reduction  would  be  to  fix  only  the  proportion  between 
Minneapolis  and  Lake  Superior  points  of  the  through  rate  to 
New  England  points,  Canadian  points  and  the  Atlantic  sea- 
board. 

The  St.  Paul  Company  and  the  Northwestern  Company  allege 
in  the  joint  answer  that  along  their  lines  between  Minneapolis 
and  Lake  Michigan  points  there  are  flouriDg  mills,  which,  in 
the  aggregate,  produce  a  quantity  equal  to  if  not  in  excess  of 
the  entire  product  of  Minneapolis,  and  which  find  their  prin- 
cipal markets  at  eastern  points  or  on  the  seaboard.  That  the 
rates  from  Minnesota  and  North  and  South  Dakota  for  the 
carriage  of  wheat  to  Minneapolis  and  Duluth  are  adjusted  with 
reference  to  through  rates  to  such  eastern  and  seaboard  points 
from  Minnesota,  and  territory  west  of  the  Mississippi  river. 
That  the  reduction  of  the  rate  on  flour  from  Minneapolis  to 
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Lake  Superior  points  would  necessitate  a  corresponding  reduc- 
tiou  of  the  rate  from  mills  and  points  where  flour  is  produced 
along  the  lines  of  the  respondents  last  named  and  be  injurious 
to  such  respondents,  as  rates  now  in  force  are  so  low  as  to  be 
barely  remunerative.  That  if  present  rates  via  Lake  Michigan 
from  other  points  to  the  seaboard  should  be  maintained  while 
tlie  reduction  asked  by  complainants  is  granted,  milliTig  inter- 
ests at  those  points  would  "suffer  and  in  many  instances  be 
destroyed. 

On  the  24th  of  March,  1892,  the  complainant  asked  and 
obtained  leave  to  amend  the  petition  by  adding  the  Eastern 
of  Minnesota  Company  as  a  party  respondent,  and  on  the  14th 
of  May,  1892,  the  petition  was  further  amended  by  designating 
the  Duluth  Company,  already  a  defendant  to  the  proceeding, 
as  ''The  St  Paul  &  Duluth  Bailroad  Company,  individually 
and  as  lessee  of  the  Duluth  Short  Line  Bailway." 

The  Eastern  of  Minnesota  answered  that  it  is  organized  as  a 
railway  corporation  under  the  laws  of  the  state  of  Minnesota, 
and  has  a  line  extending  from  a  connection  with  the  Qreat 
Northern  at  Hinckley  in  the  state  of  Minnesota  to  West  Sup- 
erior in  the  state  of  Wisconsin,  at  which  point  it  has  a  number 
of  tracks  and  convenient  terminal  facilities.  That  from  West 
Superior  its  trains  run  into  Duluth  in  the  state  of  Minnesota, 
over  the  tracks  of  other  railroad  companies  to  stations  and 
yard  tracks  owned  by  it  in  Duluth.  That  it  has  a  contract 
right  to  and  does  run  its  trains  from  St.  Paul  over  the  tracks 
of  the  Great  Northern  Bailroad  Company  to  EKnckley.  That 
it  runs  through  freight  and  passenger  trains  from  St.  Paul  to 
West  Superior  and  Duluth,  and  its  rates  and  chaises  are  in 
all  respects  just  and  reasonable.  For  futher  answer  it  adopts 
the  joint  answer  filed  by  its  co-respondents. 

Various  parties  have  been  allowed  to  intervene,  namely,  the 
Chamber  of  Commerce  of  Milwaukee ;  The  Jobbers  Union  of 
Duluth ;  The  Chamber  of  Commerce  of  Duluth ;  The  Board  of 
Trade  of  Duluth ;  The  Eastern  Minnesota  Millers  Association 
representing  mill  owners  at  Winona,  Wabasha,  Bed  Wing, 
Hastings,  La  Crosse,  Hokah,  Houston,  Minnesota  City,  Dun- 
das,  ^orthfield,   Faribault,  Owatonna,  and  Lanesboro;    the 
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Wisconsin  Milling  Companies  at  Centralia,  Watertown,  WassaUy 
Berlin,  Fond  du  Lac,  Janesville,  and  Stougliton,  Wisconsin ; 
also  the  Southern  Millers  Association  of  Minnesota. 

They  claim  tliat  to  give  Minneapolis  millers  the  rate  of  flour 
asked  (3^  cents  per  hundred  pounds)  would  seriously  cripple 
them  in  the  prosecution  of  their  business,  discriminate  against 
them  in  favor  of  Minneapolis,  and  subject  them  to  undue  dis- 
advantage in  the  markets,  unless  a  corresponding  reduction  in 
rates  should  be  granted  to  them  on  lines  over  which  they  ship 
their  flour. 

With  reference  to  Milwaukee  and  points  not  directly  con- 
nected with  the  Duluth  and  Lake  Superior  route,  it  was  claimed 
that  the  relative  rates,  adjusted  after  long  discussion  between 
Lake  Superior  and  Lake  Michigan  routes,  were  now  so  arranged 
as  to  give  the  above  named  milling  interests  a  very  narrow 
margin  of  profit,  and  if  Minneapolis  secured  the  rate  sought  on 
flour  from  that  city  to  Duluth,  it  would  in  eff'ect  drive  them 
out  of  the  market  unless  accompanied  by  corresponding  rate 
reductions  on  flour  to  Chicago  and  the  seaboard  from  points 
on  the  lines  leading  to  Lake  Michigan  ;  and  that  present  rates 
on  flour  from  Minneapolis  to  Duluth  and  Lake  Superior  points 
are  fair  and  reasonable  and  in  proportion  to  other  rates.  It 
was  further  claimed  that  the  prevailing  rate  on  flour  from 
Duluth  to  the  seaboard  being  (at  the  time  the  answers  were 
filed)  17^  cents  per  hundred  pounds,  the  reduction  asked  would 
give  Minneapolis  a  rate  of  21^  cents  per  hundred  pounds  by 
that  route ;  whereas  the  rate  on  flour  from  Minneapolis  to 
Chicago  being  (at  that  time)  ten  cents,  and  from  Chicago  to 
the  seaboard  15  cents  per  hundred  pounds,  the  prevailing 
through  rate  on  flour  to  the  seaboard  via  Chicago  was  25  cents 
per  hundred  pounds.  The  disadvantage  of  four  cents  on  the 
hundred  pounds  or  eight  cents  on  the  barrel  of  flour  would,  it 
was  claimed,  injure  intervenors  seriously,  as  ten  cents  per 
barrel  is  an  unusually  large  profit  upon  the  barrel  of  flour 
produced. 

The  Duluth  Association  says  that  local  shipments  of  wheat 
from  Minneapolis  to  Duluth  are  mixed  and  inferior  grades, 
not  used  in  milling,  aud  of  no  benefit  to  the  mills  of  Duluth  • 
that  Minneapolis  is  150  miles  farther  from  the  seacoast  than 
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Duluth ;  that  Minneapolis  mills  are  nndnlj  eapitalixed,  are 
older  and  less  thorot^hly  modem  in  equipment,  are  oompelled 
to  incur  doable  cost  for  both  steam  and  water  equipment,  and 
therefore  are  at  a  disadvantage  as  compared  with  DnlutU 

mills. 

• 

As  stated  above  the  complaint  in  this  case  is  three  fold :  1. 
That  wheat  rates  to  Minneapolis  are  unreasonable  and  onjost. 
2.  That  said  rates  as  compared  with  rates  from  the  same  points 
to  Duluth  and  other  Lake  Superior  ports,  subject  Minneapolis 
to  undue  and  unreasonable  prejudice  and  disadvantage,  and 
give  undue  and  unreasonable  preference  and  advantage  to  said 
lake  ports.  3.  That  the  rate  on  flour  from  Minneapolis  to 
Duluth  is  unreasonable  and  unjust  to  Minneapolis,  and  in 
connection  with  the  wheat  rates  aforesaid,  subjects  Minneap- 
olis to  further  undue  and  unreasonable  prejudice  and  disad- 
vantage. 

The  specific  grievance,  as  developed,  is  that  the  millers  at 
Minneapolis  are  required  to  pay  the  same  for  the  transportation 
of  wheat  from  a  large  territory  in  North  and  South  Dakota 
and  Minnesota  to  Minneapolis  as  the  millers  at  Duluth  and 
other  Lake  Superior  points  are  required  to  pay  from  the  same 
territory  to  those  places,  although  Minneapolis  is  considerably 
nearer  that  territory  than  Duluth  and  other  Lake  Superior 
poiuts ;  that  Minneapolis  millers  in  order  to  get  their  product 
to  Duluth  and  other  Lake  Superior  points  from  which  it  goes 
east  by  water,  have  to  pay  a  large  additional  charge  for  trans- 
portatiou ;  and  that  to  the  extent  of  this  additional  charge  the 
Minneapolis  millers  are  handicapped  in  competition  with 
millers  at  Duluth  and  other  Lake  Superior  points  in  the  east- 
ern and  export  markets. 

There  is  no  evidence  to  show  that  there  are  nrtilling  interests 
at  any  Lake  Superior  point,  except  Duluth,  which,  by  reason 
of  the  existing  adjustment  of  railway  charges,  enjoys  an 
advantage  over  Minneapolis  millers  injuriously  a£Eeoting  the 
interests  of  the  latter.  It  appears  that  there  is  a  mill  at  Su- 
perior, but  its  capacity  is  not  given,  and  it  seems  to  have  been 
mentioned  as  showing  that  Minneapolis  is  menaced,  though  it 
may  not  yet  be  actually  injured,  by  the  competition  of  mills 
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other  than  those  at  Duluth,  The  qaestioD  of  the  flour  rate 
from  Minneapolis  is  therefore  principally  important  in  connec- 
tion with  the  transportation  of  that  product  to  Duluth. 
'  Duluth  and  Minneapolis  are  both  in  the  state  of  Minnesota. 
There  are  three  rail  routes  connecting  these  cities ;  one  of  them, 
the  Duluth  road,  is  entirely  in  the  state  of  Minnesota  and  the 
others,  the  Omaha  road  and  the  Great  Northern  in  connection 
with  the  Eastern  of  Minnesota,  are  partly  in  the  state  of  Wis- 
consin. 

The  decision  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  in 
the  case  of  Lehigh  Valley  M.  Co.  v,  Pejuisylvama,  145  U.  8.  192, 
36  L.  ed.  e72,  4  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  87,  seems  to  be  to  the  effect 
that  railway  traffic  beginning  and  ending  in  the  same  state  is 
not  under  the  authority  of  the  Federal  government,  even  though 
in  the  course  of  transportation  it  passes  through  another  state. 
Where  the  entire  transit  is  within  the  limits  of  a  single  state 
Federal  regulation  is  excluded  by  the  provisions  of  the  Act  to 
regulate  commerce.  The  termination  of  the  shipment  from  a 
point  in  a  state  at  another  point  within  the  same  state  without 
the  contemplation  of  any  further  movement  seems,  under  that 
decision,  to  stamp  and  characterize  the  movement  as  purely 
state  as  distinguished  from  interstate  commerce. 

If,  then,  the  transportation  of  Hour  from  Minneapolis  to 
Duluth  be  considered  as  local  business,  it  is  contended  that 
the  Commission  has  no  jurisdiction  over  it.  fiut  without 
passing  upon  this  question,  for  the  reason  that  in  the  view 
taken  of  the  case  its  determination  is  unnecessary,  we  remark 
that  the  testimony  of  the  witnesses,  the  arguments  of  counsel, 
and  the  whole  record,  show  that  the  attack  upon  the  rate  of 
seven  and  a  half  cents  per  hundred  pounds  on  flour  from 
Minneapolis  to  Duluth  and  adjacent  ports  is  made  on  the 
ground  that  it  is  a  part  of  the  through  rate  on  flour  to  the  sea- 
board and  interstate  rates  to  intermediate  points,  yet  necessary 
parties  are  absent  from  the  complaint:  moreover  its  justice 
and  reasonableness  could  not  be  considered  except  by  an 
investigation  of  the  entire  through  rate. 

The  case  has  not  been  prepared  and  presented  by  the  com- 
plainant in  such  manner  as  to  enable  the  Commission  to 
ili-termine  this  question.    We  desire  to  say,  however,  in  r^ard 
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to  the  flour  rate  between  Minneapolis  and  Duluth,  that  it  is 
apparent  that  Dolnth  has  some  natural  advantages  over  Min- 
neapolis with  reference  to  the  seaboard  and  export  trade. 
Among  these  are  shorter  distance  from  the  seaports  and  its 
location  at  the  head  or  beginning  of  a  water  way.  On  the 
other  hand,  Minneapolis  is  considerably  south  of  the  line 
passing  through  the  country  east  and  west  via  Dxduth  to  the 
seaboard,  and  the  expense  of  transportation  to  Dxduth  neces* 
sarily  represents  largely  the  cost  of  carriage  or  port>age  from  a 
location  naturally  on  the  Lake  Michigan  route  across  to  the 
Lake  Superior  route  to  the  seaboard.  This  additional  expense 
Minneapolis  should  always  be  willing  to  pay.  Such  eTidenoe 
as  the  record  contains  indicates  that  in  adjusting  the  rates  to 
the  seaboard  from  the  northern  and  western  wheat  r^on 
Chicago  and  Duluth  have  been  the  points  of  comparison,  the 
one  a  Lake  Michigan  and  the  other  a  Lake  Superior  point; 
and  treating  the  question  as  one  of  through  rates  to  the  sea* 
board,  it  is  made  quite  plain  that  jany  reduction  of  the  rate  on 
flour  between  Minneapolis  and  Duluth  would,  if  seaboard 
rates  are  now  relatively  adjusted  in  proper  proportion,  be 
accompanied  by  similar  reductions  on  the  Chicago  or  Lake 
Michigan  route.  On  the  other  hand,  Minneapolis  has  natural 
advantages  to  which  she  is*  entitled,  namely,  nearness  to  the 
wbeat  fields  and  a  largely  outgoing  or  westward  moving  busi- 
ness which  must  entitle  her  to  some  advantage  over  Duluth  in 
these  particulars. 

That  portion  of  the  complaint  in  this  case  which  relates  to 
the  flour  rate  from  Minneapolis  to  Duluth  and  adjacent  ports 
having  thus  been  disposed  of,  we  have  next  to  consider  the 
railroad  rates  for  the  transportation  of  wheat  to  Duluth  and 
Minneapolis,  respectively, from  points  west  of  those  cities;  and 
in  this  connection  careful  consideration  must  be  given  to  the 
probable  eflieet  of  any  change  in  the  present  adjustment  of 
those  rates  upon  business  dependent  on  interstate  rates  from 
points  in  the  Dakotas,  Minnesota,  Iowa  and  Wisconsin  to 
Milwaukee  and  Chicago. 

In  considering  the  rates  to  Duluth  and  Minneapolis  the  field 
of  inquiry  and  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Commission  is  farther 
limited  to  territory  outside  the  state  of  Minnesota.    Both  these 
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cities  being  in  that  state  the  Commission  has  no  authority  over 
rates  from  any  Minnesota  point  to  either  of  them,  if  the  ship- 
ment terminated  and  was  intended  to  terminate  at  either  point. 
The  evidence  does  not  enable  us  to  determine  whether  any, 
and  if  so,  what  portion  of  the  wheat  shipped  from  points 
in  Minnesota  west  of  Minneapolis  and  Duluth  is  destined  in 
its  movement  to  points  outside  the  state,  but  the  scope  of  the 
arguments  upon  the  record,  and  the  record  itself,  favor  the 
conclusion  that  a  very  large  portion  of  it  at  least,  is  consigned 
and  destined  to  Minneapolis  or  Duluth  for  manufacture  into 
flour,  thus  being  presumably  a  local  shipment  and  the  rate  a 
domestic  rate. 

The  inquiry  is  then,  in  fact,  practically  limited  both  by  the 
complaint  and  the  testimony  to  rates  from  points  in  North 
Dakota  and  in  South  Dakota  to  Minneapolis  and  Duluth,  and 
to  the  effect  of  a  change  in  those  rates  upon  interstate  trans- 
portation of  wheat  and  flour  to  Lake  Michigan  ports. 

A  vast  amount  of  testimony  ha&  been  submitted  in  this  case. 
Much  of  it  relates  to  the  reasonableness  of  the  rate  on  flour 
from  Minneapolis  to  Duluth,  and  this  for  reasons  above  given 
may  be  left  out  of  consideration. 

An  immense  mass  of  figures  and  statements  has  also  been 
submitted,  giving  not  only  the  distances  and  the  rates  on  wheat 
by  various  routes  and  from  various  places  to  Minneapolis  and 
Duluth,  but  also  in  great  detail,  (though  with  considerable 
conflict  between  complainant's  and  defendants'  testimony)  the 
average  receipts  and  the  average  cost  per  ton  per  mile  on  all 
freight  and  on  wlieat  over  the  lines  of  the  defendants,  and 
over  lines  elsewhere. 

In  the  view  we  take  of  the  case,  it  is  not  necessary  to  con- 
sider all  these  details ;  to  do  so  it  is  believed  would  only  tend 
to  confusion. 

A  few  prominent  facts  stand  out  [in  the  record,  or  may  be 
clearly  deduced  therefrom,  which  in  our  judgment  afford  a 
solution  of  the  questions  involved ;  and  there  significance  is 
not  materially  aflected,  one  way  or  the  other,  by  the  incidental 
mass  of  details  from  which  the  respective  disputants  seek  to 
draw  variant  conclusions. 
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These  leading  facts,  a  proper  understanding  of  which  will  be 
assisted  by  reference  to  the  accompanying  n)iap,  are  as  follows : 

The  line  between  the  two  Dakotas  and  Minnesota,  to  points 
west  of  which  the  inquiry  is  confined,  coming  southward  from 
the  national  boundary  line,  passes  just  east  of  Grand  Forks, 
Fai^o  and  Wahpeton,  and  a  few  miles  east  of  Fairmount — all 
in  North  Dakota.  Then  deflecting,  first  westward  and  then 
eastward,  it  passes  just  west  of  Brown's  Valley  and  OrtouTille, 
both  in  Minnesota.  And  from  Ortonville,  or  a  point  a  little 
west  thereof,  it  runs  due  south,  passing  not  many  miles  east  of 
Sioux  Falls,  South  Dakota. 

The  following  table  shows  the  distances  and  routes  to  Min- 
neapolis and  Duluth,  respectively,  from  some  of  the  principal 
points  in  the  two  Dakotas  which  have  the  same  rates  to  either 
place : 

MILKS  mua 

Fargo  via  North.  Pacific  to  Duluth,  257,  «to Great  North,  to  Hlnnei^Us,  881 

208 
248 

don 

290 


CasseltoD 

n                 a 

277 

•«         «< 

Wahpeton 

it                 i( 

227 

«<         <i 

Davenport 

it                 « 

276 

4<                 4( 

Edgley 
Ellendale 

it                 ti 

866 

N.  P.  &  Soo 

G.          N. 

861 

G.       N. 

Boynton 

S.  &  G.  N. 

868 

Soo 

La  Moure 

N.         P. 

845 

N.  P.  &  Soo 

Oakes 

S.  &  G.  N. 

889 

Hoo 

Oakes 

N.         P. 

855 

«< 

Aberdeen 

G.         N. 

376 

C.  M.  &  8t.  P. 

Kedfleld 

C.&N.W.&G.N. 

386 

C.&N.W.AG.N. 

Doland 

tt            ti 

365 

(«           t< 

El  rod 

tt            ii 

859 

it                      M 

ilankinson 

G.         N. 

281 

Soo 

Rutland 

G.         N. 

812 

G.  N.  A  Soo 

Andover 

(C:.  M.  &  St.  P.  & 
\    G.  N.  (about) 

t< 

866 

C.  M.  &  St.  P. 

Ii 


28i 
404 

264 
288 
2&'> 
264 
288 
206 
286 

259 


Fargo  and  Casselton  are  points  of  junction  of  the  Northern 
Pacific  maiu  line  with  the  Great  Northern,  and  Wahpeton  is  a 
junction  point  of  the  Miluor  branch  of  the  Northern  Pacific 
with  the  Great  Northern.  These  junction  points  and  all  points 
west  of  them  ou  the  maiu  line  and  the  Milnor  branch  of  the 
Northern  Pacific,  are  nearer  to  Duluth  over  that  road  than 
over  the  Great  Northern  or  any  other  line,  by  40  or  45  mileSi 
and  it  seems  proper,  therefore,  that  the  rates  to  Duluth  should 
in  all  cases  be  fixed  by  the  Northern  Pacific.  On  the  other 
hand,  the   distance  from  Fai^o  and  Casselton  and  all  points 
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north  and  west  thereof  is  less  via  the  Great  Northern  to  Minn- 
eapolis than  via  the  Northern  Pacific  to  Dnluth  by  about  20 
miles,  or  from  7  to  8  per  cent,  of  the  distance  via  the  Northern 
Pacific  (the  shortest  line)  to  Duhith.  So  Wahpeton  and  points 
west  thereof,  as  far  as  Miluor  and  north  as  far  as  the  main  line 
of  the  Northern  Pacific,  are  nearer  via  the  Great  Northern  to 
Minneapolis,  than  via  the  Northern  Pacific  to  Duluth  by  about 
23  miles,  or  about  10  per  cent,  of  the  distance  via  the  Northern 
Pacific  (the  shortest  line)  to  Duluth. 

Haiikinson,  Rutland,  EUendale,  Boynton  and  Oakes  are 
about  75  miles  nearer  to  Minneapolis  than  to  Duluth  by  the 
shortest  practicable  routes,  there  being  about  20  to  23  per  cent, 
dift'erence  in  favor  of  Minneapolis.  By  the  route  actually 
taken  from  Boynton  and  Oakes  the  difference  is  much  greater 
in  favor  of  Minneapolis. 

Aberdeen  is  about  88.5  miles  nearer  to  Minneapolis  than  to 
Duluth  by  the  shortest  routes,  or  nearly  25  per  cent,  in  favor 
of  Minneapolis. 

Andover  is  about  106  miles  nearer  to  Minneapolis  than  to 
Duluth  by  the  nearest  practicable  route,  or  about  30  per  cent, 
in  favor  of  Minneapolis.  By  the  routes  actually  taken  from 
Andover  the  difierence  is  greater  in  favor  of  Minneapolis. 

Kedfield,  Doland  and  Elrod  are  about  101  miles  nearer  to 
Minneapolis  than  to  Duluth  by  the  shortest  practicable  routes, 
or  about  27  per  cent,  in  favor  of  Minneapolis.  By  the  routes 
actually  taken  from  Redfield,  Doland  and  Elrod,  the  difference 
in  favor  of  Minneapolis  is  greater  than  this. 

From  Huron,  Watertowu,  Sioux  Falls  and  other  points  in 
South  Dakota,  Minneapolis  has  rates  on  wheat  less  than  the 
rates  to  Duluth  by  from  2  to  5  cents  per  hundred,  but  complain- 
ant contends  that  this  difi'ereutial  is  not  sufficiently  great.  The 
difference  in  distance  from  these  points  to  Duluth  and  to 
Minneapolis  is  on  an  average  about  25  per  cent,  in  favor  of 
Minneapolis  by  the  nearest  practicable  routes,  and  is  more 
than  this  by  the  routes  actually  used  from  most  of  these  points. 

Edgley,  the  terminus  of  one  of  the  Northern  Pacific  branch 
lines,  is  very  near  to  Boynton  on  the  "Soo,"  though  these 
lines  do  not  actually  intersect  at  either  place.  Oakes,  the  ter- 
minus of  another  Northern  Pacific  branch  line,  is  also  on  the 
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''Soo,"  and  La  Moure  at  the  intersection  of  the  Oakes  and 
Edgley  branches  is  only  some  20  miles  from  Oakes  and  the 
same  distance  from  Edgley.  So  that  wheat  might  be  routed 
from  either  Edgley  or  La  Moure  over  the  Northern  Pacific  to 
Oakes  and  thence  over  the  ''Soo"  to  Minneapolis;  and  the 
distance  from  either  place  by  this  route  to  Minneapolis  woiQd 
be  less  by  more  than  60  miles  than  the  distance  via  the  North- 
ern Pacific  to  Duluth.  Treating  Edgley  and  Boynton  as 
practically  one  place,  as  for  the  purpose  of  rate  making  they 
are,  Edgley  is  nearer  by  60  miles  to  Minneapolis  over  the 
**  Soo  **  than  it  is  to  Duluth  over  the  Northern  Pacific.  And 
from  Oakes,  which  is  a  point  of  actual  intersection,  the  dis- 
tance is  less  by  about  90  miles  to  Minneapolis  over  the  '^Soo** 
than  it  is  to  Duluth  over  the  Northern  Pacific.  Edgley,  Oakes 
and  La  Moure  are  then  on  an  average  nearer  to  Miniieapolis 
than  to  Duluth  over  the  nearest  practicable  routes  by  about 
70  miles,  or  20  per  cent,  of  the  distance  to  DiQuth,  over  the 
Northern  Pacific. 

Jamestown  is  about  the  same  distance  from  Minneapolis  by 
the  line  of  the  Northern  Pacific  alone,  or  by  the  lines  of  the 
Northern  Pacific  and  the ''  Soo  "  via  Oakes,  as  it  is  from  Duluth 
via  the  Northern  Pacific. 

Davenport,  the  point  of  intersection  of  the  Edgley  branch 
of  the  Northern  Pacific  with  the  Great  Northern,  is  about  33 
miles  nearer  to  Minneapolis  by  the  Great  Northern  than  to 
Duluth  by  the  Northern  Pacific,  and  this  is  about  12  per  cent. 
of  the  distance  to  Duluth. 

Where  reference  is  made  in  this  statement  to  the  ''nearest 
practicable  routes "  it  is  meant  that  the  initial  road  connects 
at  some  point  between  the  point  of  origin  of  the  freight  and 
its  final  destination,  with  some  other  road  over  which  the 
shipment  might  be  made,  though  in  fact  it  may  actually  go  by 
a  longer  route.  Thus  from  Boynton  and  Oakes,  the  actual 
routiug  of  wheat  consigned  to  Duluth  is  over  the  "Soo"  road 
to  Miuneapolis  and  thence  by  another  road  to  Duluth.  But 
the  same  shipment  might  be  transferred  from  the  "Soo"  to  the 
Great  Northern  at  Hankinson,  and  go  via  the  last  named  road 
through  St.  Cloud  to  Duluth,  thus  saving  a  very  considerable 
distauce  in  the  haul.     So  from  Andover  to  Dxduth  the  actual 
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routing  is  probably  by  the  St.  Paul  road  to  Minneapolis  and 
thence  by  the  Duluth  road  to  Duluth.  But  the  routing  might 
be  northward  over  a  branch  of  the  St.  Paul  road  to  its  inter- 
section with  the  Great  Northern  and  thence  over  the  last 
named  line  via  St.  Cloud  to  Duluth,  thus  effecting  a  consider- 
able saving  in  distance.  From  Redfield,  Doland  and  Elrod, 
while  the  actual  routing  is  probably  over  either  the  St.  Paul 
or  the  Northwestern,  through  Minneapolis  and  thence  to 
Duluth,  a  great  saving  in  distance  might  be  gained  by  routing 
over  the  Northwestern  to  Watertown,  and  then  over  the  Great 
Northern  via  St.  Cloud  to  Duluth. 

The  difference  in  distance  from  most  of  these  places  to 
Minneapolis  and  to  Duluth  respectively,  is  much  more  by  the 
routes  actually  taken,  than  by  the  nearest  practicable  routes. 
Therefore  no  injustice  can  be  done  either  the  carriers  or  the 
commercial  interests  of  Duluth,  by  taking  the  nearest  practic- 
able routes  as  a  basis  of  comparison  of  railroad  rates  to  the 
two  cities. 

The  railroads  which  serve  this  territory  in  the  two  Dakotas 
and  transport  their  wheat  product  to  Minneapolis  and  Duluth 
are, 

1st.  The  Northern  Pacific,  the  main  line  of  which  from  Fargo 
extends  westward  through  Casselton  and  Jamestown,  and  a 
branch  of  which  extends  soutliwestward  through  Davenport 
and  La  Moure  to  Edgley,  with  another  branch  from  Carrington, 
a  point  north  of  the  main  line  running  southeasterly  through 
Jamestown  and  La  Moure  to  Oakes.  Another  branch  of  the 
Northern  Pacific  leaving  the  main  line  at  Wadena  passes 
westerly  through  Wahpeton  to  Mihior.  All  points  on  the  main 
line  and  the  above  mentioned  branches  of  the  Northern  Pacific 
are  practically  the  same  distance  from  Minneapolis  as  from 
Duluth  //f/  the  Northern,  Padjic  road.  Staples  is  the  point  of 
divergence  on  that  road  of  freight  consigned  to  Minneapolis 
from  that  (•onsigned  to  Duluth. 

2d.  The  (jrcat  Northern,  the  northwestern  branches  of  which 
inters(H*t  the  main  line  of  the  Northern  Paiufic  at  Fargo  and 
Casselton,  and  intersect  the  Edgley  and  Milnor  branches  of 
tlio  Northern  Pacific  at  Davenport  and  Wahpeton  respectively. 
The  Great  Northern  also  has  a  line  extending  from  Ellendale 
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eastward  througli  Butland  and  Hankmson,  the  last  named 
place  being  a  point  of  junction  with  the  "Soo"  road;  and  ifc 
has  a  branch  running  southwesterly  from  Butland  to  Aberdeen. 
Other  branches  of  the  Ghreat  Northern  extend  northwestward 
from  Sioux  FaUs  and  from  Huron  through  Watertown. 

3d.  The. St.  Paul  Company,  which  has  a  direct  line  from 
Aberdeen  eastward  through  Andover,  Milbank  and  Ortonyille 
to  Minneapolis,  with  a  branch  northward  from  Aberdeen 
through  Ellendale  to  Edgley ;  a  branch  south  from  Aberdeen 
to  Bedfield;  a  branch  northward  from  Andover  to  Harleu), 
intersecting  the  Great  Northern  and  the  '^Soo"  roads;  a  branch 
southward  from  Andover  through  Elrod,  intersecting  the 
Northwestern  and  the  Great  Northern ;  a  branch  from  Sisseton 
to  Milbank;  and  a  branch  southward  from  Fargo,  through 
Wahpeton  and  Fairmount  to  Ortonville. 

4th.  The  "Soo"  line,  extending  eastward  from  Boynton 
through  Oakes  and  Butland. 

5th.  The  Northwestern,  which  extends  eastward  from  Bed-* 
field  through  Doland,  Elrod  and  Watertown  to  a  connection 
with  the  Omaha  road,  by  which  it  reaches  Minneapolis  and 
Duluth.  The  Northwestern  has  a  branch  extending  northward 
from  Bedfield  through  Aberdeen  to  Oakes,  intersecting  the  St. 
Paul,  the  Great  Northern  and  the  "Soo."  It  has  another 
branch  extending  northward  from  Doland  to  Groton  a  point 
on  the  St.  Paul  road  between  Aberdeen  and  Andover. 

6th.  The  Omaha  road,  which  extends  from  Sioux  Falls  north- 
eastward to  Minneapolis  and  Duluth. 

The  Northern  Pacific  and  the  Omaha  reach  both  Minneapolis 
and  Duluth  with  their  own  lines. 

The  Great  Northern  reaches  Minneapolis  with  its  own  lin0, 
but  going  to  Duluth  it  uses  the  line  of  the  Eastern  of  Minne- 
sota from  Hinckley  to  Duluth. 

The  "Soo"  and  the  St.  Paul  reach  Minneapolis  with  their- 
own  lines,  but  to  reach  Duluth  they  have  to  use  other  lines 
connecting  those  cities. 

The  Northwestern  road  reaches  neither  ■  Minneapolis  or 
Duluth  with  its  own  line,  but  uses  the  Omaha  from  St.  Peter 
to  both  places. 
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The  lines  connecting  Minneapolis  and  Dulutli  are,  first  the 
Dulutli,  second  the  Omaha,  and  third  the  Great  Northern  and 
Eastern  of  Minnesota,  working  jointly  by  way  of  Milaca  and 
Hinckley.  The  Northern  Pacific  line  between  Minneapolis 
and  Duluth  is  too  circuitous  for  practical  use,  compared  with 
the  others. 

Upon  the  theory  that  the  shortest  line  should  make  the 
rate,  and  that  there  should  be  a  diflerential  in  favor  of  Minne- 
apolis, proportioned  to  its  shorter  distance,  the  rate  to  Minne- 
apolis over  the  Great  Noi-thern  and  the  St.  Paul  roads  from 
points  of  intersection  w4th  the  main  line  of  the  Northern 
Pacific,  and  points  north  thereof  should  be  from  7  to  8  per 
cent,  less  than  the  rates  to  Duluth ;  or  15  cents  to  Minneapolis 
while  the  rate  to  Duluth  is  16  cents ;  and  the  rate  to  Minneap- 
olis over  the  Great  Northern  and  the  St.  Paul  at  the  point  of 
intersection  at  Wahpeton,  and  points  north  thereof  as  far  as 
the  main  line  of  the  Northern  Pacific,  should  be  about  10  per 
cent,  less  than  the  rates  to  Duluth,  or  14^  cents  to  Minneapolis 
while  it  is  IG  cents  to  Duluth. 

On  the  same  theory,  Edgley,  Boynton,  Oakes  and  Ellendale, 
and  points  on  the  Northern  Pacific,  the  "  Soo  "  and  the  Great 
Noi-thern  lines  in  the  vicinity  of  those  places,  should  have  a 
rate  to  Minneapolis  about  20  per  cent,  less  than  the  rate  to 
Duluth,  or  16  cents  to  Minneapolis  while  the  rate  to  Duluth  is 
20  cents.  From  Rutland  and  points  east  thereof  on  the  Great 
Northern,  and  from  stations  on  the  "  Soo  "  immediately  north, 
the  rates,  if  adjusted  upon  the  difference  in  distance  to  Minne- 
apolis and  Duluth  respectively,  by  the  lines  of  the  Great 
Northern  and  the  "Soo,"  should  be  about  25  per  cent,  less  to 
Minneapolis  than  to  Duluth.  But  this  differential  should  be 
reduced  by  the  consideration  that  the  Milnor  branch  of  the 
Northern  Pacific  runs  nearly  parellel  to  and  at  no  great  dis- 
tance from  the  "Soo"  and  the  Great  Northern  from  Milnor 
eastward  to  the  state  line,  and  furnishes  a  route  from  the 
intervening  territory  to  Duhith.  considerably  nearer  than  the 
route  via  the  Groat  Northern  to  Duluth.  Where  the  rate  to 
Duluth  is  11),  15  would  l)e  about  right  to  Minneapolis  from 
Kutland  and  the  proportion  of  16  to  14^  from  Hankinson.  On 
the  same  theory  of  proportionate  rates  according  to  distance 
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by  the  nearest  practicable  routes,  all  points  in  the  twa 
Dakotas  lying  south  of  that  branch  of  the  Ghreat  Northern  road 
which  extends  from  EUendale  eastward  through  Bntland  and 
Hankinsou,  should  have  a  rate  to  Minneapolis  less  by  from  25- 
to  33  per  cent,  than  the  rate  to  Duluth. 

In  no  case,  upon  this  theory,  should  the  differential  in  favor 
of  Minneapolis  from  points  in  the  Dakotas  south  of  the  said 
branch  line  be  less  than  5  cents  per  hundred  while  the  rate  to* 
Duluth  is  as  much  as  20  cents  per  hundred  from  the  same 
points. 

Assuming  that  the  rates  to  Duluth  remain  as  they  were 
fixed  from  the  various  points  which  have  been  named  above  at 
the  time  of  the  hearing  in  this  case,  a  re-adjustment  of  the 
rates  to  Minneapolis  upon  this  theory  would  give  rates  ta 
those  two  cities  as  follows : 


Rates  from 

To  Duluth 

To  Minneapolis 

Fargo,                          16 

15 

Casselton,                    174 
Davenport,                   17j 

16^ 

15* 

Wahpeton,                   16 

14* 

Milnor,                          19 

17 

Haiikinson,                  16 

l^ 

Rutland,                       19 

15 

Harlem, 

Edgley, 

• 

La  Moure, 
Boynton, 

20 

16 

Cakes, 

EUendale, 

■ 

Aberdeen, 

Andover, 

Groton, 
Kedfield, 

ao 

15 

Doland,        1 

Elrod,          J 

Woolsey, 

Huron, 

Lake  Preston, 

Watertown, 

Sisseton, 

>  Duluth  5  cents 

more  than  Mlnneap* 

Woonsocket, 

VilavS, 

Madison, 

Sioux  Falls,      J 

Jamestown, 

20 

20 

Since  the  hearing  in  this  case,  the  rates  from  Fargo,  Oassel* 
ton,  Davenport  and  Wahpeton,  have  been  reduced  to  the 
extent  of  one-half  a  cent  per  hundred  pounds.    This  is  so  slighi 
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a  reduction,  that  npon  the  theory  here  advanced  the  differen- 
tial in  favor  of  Minneapolis  should  still  be  as  above  suggested. 
That  is  the  rates  to  Duluth  from  the  points  above  named 
being,  respectively,  15^,  17,  17  and  16  cents  per  hundred 
pounds,  the  rates  from  the  same  points  to  Minneapolis  should 
be  respectively  14^,  16,  15  and  13  cents  per  hundred. 

The  rate  on  flour  from  Duluth  or  other  Lake  Superior  ports 
via  lake  to  Buffalo  and  thence  to  New  York  varies  from  17 J 
cents  to  22^  cents  per  huudred  during  the  season  of  open  lake 
navigation.  The  rate  on  flour  from  Minneapolis  to  Duluth  is 
7^  cents  per  hundred ;  on  wheat  5  cents  per  hundred.  The 
rate  on  flour  from  Chicago,  Milwaukee  or  other  Lake  Michigan 
ports  via  lake  to  Buffalo  and  thence  to  New  York  varies  from 
15  to  20  cents  per  hundred,  being  always  2^  cents  less  than 
the  rate  from  Duluth.  The  rate  on  flour  destined  from  Minne- 
apolis via  Lake  Michigan  ports  by  water  to  Buffalo  and  thence 
to  points  east  is  10  cents  per  hundred  from  Minneapolis  to 
such  lake  ports  during  the  season  of  open  navigation. 

The  rates  on  flour  from  Minneapolis  to  eastern  and  export 
markets  are  thus  seen  to  be  the  same  at  any  time  during  open 
navigation,  by  way  either  of  Duluth  or  of  Milwaukee,  Chicago, 
or  other  Lake  Michigan  ports ;  for  example,  Gladstone  or 
Duluth  millers,  being  on  the  lakes,  have  during  open  naviga- 
tion the  advantage  of  Minneapolis  millers  in  rates  to  eastern 
and  export  markets  to  the  extent  of  the  railroad  charges  for 
transporting  flour  from  Minneapolis  to  Duluth,  which  is  7^ 
cents  per  hundred  or  15  cents  per  barrel.  This  advantage 
applies  principally  when  flour  is  shipped  by  lake ;  that  is  dur- 
ing about  six  months  of  the  year.  During  closed  navigation, 
when  Duluth  and  Minneapolis  send  their  flour  east  all-rail 
via  Chicago,  the  rate  to  Chicago  and  thence  east  is  the  same 
from  both  places.  But  there  is  a  route  from  Duluth  via  the 
Canadian  Pacific  over  which  the  rate  is  2  cents  less  than  via 
Chicago.  In  using  this  Canadian  Pacific  route,  Minneapolis, 
even  during  the  season  of  closed  navigation,  still  has  the  dis- 
advantage of  the  7^  cents  per  hundred  as  compared  with 
Duluth.  The  bulk  of  the  flour,  however,  goes  during  open 
navigation,  taking  the  lake  routes,  and  from  Minneapolis  goes 
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via  Duluth  or  Gladstone, — veiy  little  by  Milwaukee  and 
Chicago. 

From  Duluth  to  New  York  by  lakes  and  Buffalo  is  1414 
miles,  from  Minneapolis  to  New  York  by  Gladstone,  lakes  and 
Buffalo,  the  shortest  lake  route  is  1478  miles. 

The  daily  capacity  of  the  Minneapolis  mills  is  about  40,000 
barrels ;  the  average  daily  out-put  is  less  than  this  by  several 
tliousand  barrels.  The  daily  capacity  of  the  Duluth  mills  is 
about  6,000  barrels  and  is  being  rapidly  increased.  The  annual 
aggregate  out-put  of  the  mills  at  other  points  on  the  St.  Paul 
liae  alone  is  as  much  as  the  out-put  of  the  Minneapolis  mills. 
The  Minneapolis  millers  have  the  advantage  over  those  of 
Duluth  in  the  matter  of  cost  of  power,  water  power  being 
principally  used  at  Minneapolis  and  steam  exclusively  at 
Duluth.  Duluth  has  the  advantage  of  Minneapolis  in  the 
lesser  cost  and  capitalization  of  plant  in  proportion  to  produc- 
tion or  capacity. 

The  rates  from  the  wheat  fields  to  Minneapolis  are  usually 
so  adjusted  that  the  wheat  rate  to  Minneapolis  plus  the  flour 
rate  from  Minneapolis  to  Lake  Michigan  ports,  Chicago,  Mil- 
waukee, Gladstone,  is  the  same  as  the  wheat  rate  from  the 
fields  direct  to  those  ports.  From  Minneapolis  to  those  ports 
the  flour  rate  is  10  cents  per  hundred.  This  is  done  apparently 
to  keep  Minneapolis  on  a  parity  with  milling  points  on  Lake 
Michigan  of  which  Milwaukee  is  the  chief. 

Milling  points  in  Central  and  Southern  Minnesota  and  Wis- 
consin are  kept  on  a  parity  with  Minneapolis  and  Milwaukee 
by  giving  them  the  privilege  of  "  milling  in  transit."  That  is, 
the  millers  at  points  intermediate  between  the  wheat  fields  and 
Lake  Michigan,  on  receipt  of  wheat  at  their  mills  pay  the  full 
rate  through  to  the  lake,  and  are  then  allowed  to  forward  the 
product  (flour),  to  the  lake  without  further  charge. 

While  the  millers  at  Minneapolis,  Milwaukee  and  Central 
and  Southern  Minnesota  and  Wisconsin  are  thus  on  a  parity 
as  regards  rates,  Duluth  has  from  a  considerable  territory 
much  the  advantage  of  any  of  them.  This  advantage  is  chiefly 
over  Minneapolis,  but  it  applies  against  Milwaukee  and  the 
country  mills  as  well,  in  all  cases  where  the  wheat  rates  to 
Duluth  are  as  low  as  to  Minneapolis. 
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Minneapolis  is  a  great  wheat  market  as  well  as  a  great  mill- 
ing centre,  and  much  of  the  wheat  converted  into  flour  by  the 
Milwaukee  and  country  millers  is  purchased  by  them  in  Min- 
neapolis. 

A  reduction  of  the  wheat  rate  to  Minneapolis  should,  if  the 
parity  between  millers  at  that  city,  Milwaukee  and  interior 
points  is  to  be  preserved,  be  followed  by  a  corresponding 
reduction  in  the  rate  from  the  same  points  to  Lake  Michigan 
ports,  and  in  the  transit  rate  to  interior  mills. 

The  tonnage  going  west  over  the  various  defendant  roads 
from  Minneapolis  is  usually  much  greater  in  amount  and  also 
of  a  higher  class,  and  will  therefore  bear  a  much  higher  freight 
charge,  than  that  going  west  from  Duluth.  More  back  loading 
of  wheat  cars  with  profitable  freight  can  be  had  from  Minne- 
apolis than  from  Duluth. 

The  St.  Paul  road  pays  the  Duluth  road  for  taking  from 
Minneapolis  to  Duluth,  wheat  consigned  over  its  line  to  Dulnth 
about  4  to  5  cents  per  hundred.  Similar  payments  are  made 
by  other  roads  reaching  only  to  Minneapolis,  but  billing  to 
Duluth.  Before  the  Great  Northern  road  was  built  there  was 
no  direct  rate  to  Duluth,  The  charge  to  Duluth  was  simply 
that  to  Minneapolis  with  the  local  thence  to  Duluth  added. 

The  general  prosperity  of  Minneapolis  is  largely  dependent 
on  the  prosperity  of  the  milling  interests  of  the  city.  The 
lumber  and  milling  interests,  both  of  which  are  very  great  are 
especially  helpful  to  each  other.  Cars  coming  in  from  the 
west  with  wheat  are  largely  loaded  back  with  lumber,  and  the 
lumber  is  often  paid  for  by  elevator  receipts  for  wheat,  or 
drafts  on  millers  who  have  purchased  wheat.  The  general 
jobbing  trade  of  the  city,  notably  in  the  line  of  agricultural 
implements,  is  also  largely  influenced  by  the  volume  of  the 
wheat  and  flour  trade. 

It  can  hardly  be  doubted,  in  view  of  the  testimony,  that 
under  the  present  adjustment  of  rates  on  wheat  the  milling 
interests  of  Minneapolis,  and  with  them  its  general  prosperity, 
and  possibly  its  population,  must  decline.  So  far  as  such  a  re- 
sult would  be  attributable  solely  to  the  greater  natural  advant- 
ages of  Duluth  as  a  point  for  manufacture  and  shipment  of 
Hour,  nothing  perhaps   could  properly  be  done  to  avert  it. 
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Duluth  is  nearer  to  the  markets  than  Minneapolis,  and  to  this 
extent  its  advantages  can  not  and  ought  not  to  be  denied  or 
taken  from  it.  Bat  on  the  other  hand  Minneapolis  is  nearer 
to  the  wheat  fields  than  Duluth  and  to  this  extent  it  is  entitled 
to  the  advantage  over  Duluth  which  on  that  account  should 
naturally  belong  to  it.  This  natural  advantage  is  denied  to 
Minneapolis  in  the  present  adjustment  of  railroad  rates,  as 
between  it  and  Duluth,  from  the  wheat  fields. 

As  a  general  proposition  it  is  conceded  that  the  shortest  line 
should  fix  the  rate,  and  several  raUway  experts  have  testified 
in  this  case  that  the  rates  to  Minneapolis  and  Duluth  should 
be  adjusted  according  to  mileage,  taking  the  shortest  route  to 
each  place  as  the  basis  of  comparison.  As  a  general  rule  it  is 
probably  true  that  rates  should  not  be  proportioned  strictly  to 
mileage,  the  more  distant  point  shoiQd  usually  have  a  greater 
actual  rate,  but  a  less  proportionate  or  ton  mile  rate  than  the 
nearer  point.  This  is  due  largely  to  the  fact  that  the  terminal 
expenses  which  do  not  vary  with  distance  constitute  a  consid- 
erable part  of  the  entire  charge  in  either  case  and  operate  to 
reduce  ton  mile  rates  on  the  longer  haiQ. 

But  this  consideration  in  the  present  case  seems  to  be  fully 
balanced,  perhaps  more  than  balanced,  by  the  &ot  that  hack 
loading^  which  is  also  a  powerful  element  in  the  establishment 
of  rates,  is  so  much  more  certain,  and  the  west  bound  traffic 
so  much  more  profitable,  from  Minneapolis  than  from  Duluth. 

While  it  is  true  that  from'  points  on  the  main  line  and  the 
Edgley  and  Milnor  branches  of  Northern  Pacific,  Duluth  and 
Minneapolis  are  equidistant  by  that  line,  yet  these  points  are 
accessible  to  Minneapolis  by  routes  composed  in  part  of  other 
roads  which  are  decidedly  shorter  than  the  route  via  the 
Northern  Pacific  alone,  and  we  are  clearly  of  opinion  that 
Minneapolis  should  have  a  difierential  in  the  wheat  rate  from 
the  territory  in  dispute  proportioned  to  its  lesser  distance  as 
compared  with  the  distance  to  Duluth  by  the  nearest  practic- 
able routes  in  either  case. 

Should  this  principle  be  varied  by  the  fact  that  from  some 
points  in  this  territory  there  is  one  road  over  the  lines  of  which 
th('  (listiinces  to  Duluth  and  Minneapolis  are  the  same  ?  It  does 
not  seem  necessary  to  decide  this  question.    Certainly  that 


594  INTERSTATE   COMMERCE   COMMISSION  REPORTS. 

road  (the  Northern  Pacific)  could  not  be  held  to  discriminate 
against  Duluth,  by  charging  a  greater  rate  to  it  than  to  Minne- 
apolis from  points  having  a  much  shorter  line  to  the  latter 
place.  The  Northern  Pacific  can  therefore  meet  the  lower  rate 
to  Minneapolis,  which  the  equities  of  the  situation  plainly 
demand  of  the  other  lines,  without  lowering  its  rates  to  Duluth. 

One  other  step  the  Northern  Pacific  might  possibly  take, 
and  that  is  to  bring  down  its  rates  to  Duluth  to  the  level  of 
the  reduced  rates  ordered  over  the  other  lines  to  Minneapolis. 
Should  it  do  so  the  other  lines  would  either  immediately  have 
to  reduce  their  Minneapolis  rates  again,  or  go  out  of  the 
Duluth  business  from  points  accessible  to  the  Northern  Pacific. 
They  would  probably  adopt  the  former  alternative  and  thus 
frustrate  any  advantage  the  Northern  Pacific  might  seek  to 
derive  by  inaugurating  the  original  reduction  to  Duluth.  The 
result  of  any  such  proceeding  would  manifestly  be  highly 
injurious  to  all  the  roads,  and  it  can  hardly  be  supposed  that 
the  Northern  Pacific  will  undertake  it.  At  all  events,  the 
anticipation  of  such  a  course  on  its  pai*t  should  not  prevent  an 
eflfoi-t  on  the  part  of  the  Commission  to  abolish  the  discrimin- 
ation which  Minneapolis  now  suffers  at  the  hands  of  other 
lines.  It  is  believed  that  the  readjustment  of  rates  about  to 
be  ordered  will  still  leave  Duluth  an  advantage  in  rates  over 
Minneapolis,  considering  the  additional  price  the  latter  must 
pay  to  get  its  flour  to  Duluth,  and  from  all  points  on  and  nat- 
urally tributary  to  the  Northern  Pacific  and  its  branches,  the 
advantage  of  Duluth  will  be  very  decided,  securing  apparently 
its  full  share  of  the  business  to  the  Northern  Pacific.  We  are 
of  opinion  that  while  the  rates  to  Duluth  remain  as  they  now 
are,  the  rates  via  the  St.  Paul,  the  "  Soo,"  the  Great  Northern, 
the  Northwestern,  and  the  Omaha  roads  should  be  adjusted  as 
follows : 

From  and  including  Fargo,  Casselton  and  Sidney  and  points 
north  of  them,  the  rates  should  be  1  cent  per  hundred  less  to 
Minneapolis  than  to  Duluth.  From  and  including  Wahpeton 
and  points  north  as  far  as  the  main  line  of  the  Northern 
Piicitic  and  south  to  Fairmount  the  rates  to  Minneapolis  should 
be  1^  cents  per  hundred  less  than  to  Duluth.  From  and 
including  Fairmount  and  all  points  west  thereof  on  the  "Soo" 
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and  the  Great  Nortliera  lines,  including  Harlen  and  Edgley, 
the  differential  in  favor  of  Minneapolis  Bliouid  be  not  lesethan 
2  cents,  and  as  much  more  as  may  be  neceasarj'  to  reduce  the 
maximum  rate  to  Minneapolis  from  any  point  to  16  cents  per 
hundred,  and  from  Rutland  and  points  east  thereof  to  not 
exceeding  15  cents  per  hundred.  From  all  points  in  the  two 
Dakotaa  south  of  lines  extending  eastward  from  Bllendale 
through  Butland,  Hankinson  and  Fairmount  (and  east  of  the 
Fargo  branch  of  the  St,  Panl  road)  there  should  be  a  differen- 
tial in  favor  of  Minneapolis  at  not  less  than  5  cents  per  hun- 
dred. 
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THE  GERKE  BREWING  COMPANY  V.  THE  LOUIS- 
VILLE &  NASHVILLE  RAILROAD  COMPANY, 
THE  KENTUCKY  CENTRAL  RAILWAY  COMPANY, 
THE  NORFOLK  &  WESTERN  RAILliOAD  COM- 
PANY. 


Complaint  filed,  August  1,  1891.— Joint  Answer  filed,  September  23,  1891.— 
Amended  Complaint  filed,  November  5,  1891. — Answer  to  Amended 
Complaint  filed,  November  23  to  December  1, 1891. — Heard  at  Cincinnatii 
May  6,  1892.— Brief  for  Complainant  filed,  May  28.  1892.— Decided,  Feb- 
ruary 28,  1803. 


1.  The  rule  expressed  by  the  fourth  section  that  distance  shall  ordinarily 
limit  the  adjustment  of  rates  is  not  rendered  inoperative  by  the  existence 
at  one  point  of  converging  lines  subject  to  the  Act,  for  the  law  applies  to 
each  of  these  lines,  and  neither  can  put  in  rates  to  that  point  which  are 
lower  than  shorter  distance  charges  on  its  line  until  upon  a  showing  of 
special  considerations  grounded  in  justice  to  its  patrons  and  itself,  it 
obtains  permission  from  the  regulating  authority  so  to  do.  This  prin- 
ciple applies  both  to  lines  between  the  same  points,  and  to  lines  reaching 
the  same  destination  from  different  points  of  consignment. 

2.  Competition  with  carriers  not  subject  to  the  statute  is  based  updn  natural 
causes  and  plain  conditions,  but  the  legitimate  force  of  competition  with 
carriers  subject  to  the  Act  depends  upon  compliance  with  the  law  by 
each  of  the  competitors  and  the  special  circumstances  and  primarily 
indefinite  conditions  in  each  particular  case.  Georgia  Bailroad  Cam.  v. 
Clyde  SS.  Co.  4  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  120,  5  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  824,  cited  and 
affirmed. 

8.  When  rates  from  any  cause  are  made  greater  for  shorter  than  for  longer 
distances  the  difference  between  such  rates  must  in  no  instance  be 
unreasonable. 

£^.  P.  Wilso7i  and  Louis  Kmemer,  for  Gerke  Brewing  Com- 
pany. 

£d.  Baxter  and  Edward  Colston  for  Louisville  and  Nashyille 
Railroad  Company  and  Kentucky  Central  Railway  Co. 

REPORT  AND  OPINION  OF  THE  COMMISSION. 

Veazey,  Coininissio7ier  : 

The  complainant,  a  corporation,  is  engaged  at  Cincinnati^ 
Ohio,  in  the  manufacture  and  sale  of  beer.  The  original  com- 
plaint was  against  the  two  carriers  first  above  named,  and  the 
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Norfolk  &  Western  was  brought  in  as  a  party  defendant  in  the 
amended  complaint  filed  November  5th,  1891.. 

The  complaint  alleges  that  the  defendants,  the  Louisville  & 
Nashville  Railroad  Co.  (hereinafter  called  the  Louisville  Co.) 
and  the  Kentucky  Central  Railway  Co.  (hereinafter  called  the 
Kentucky  Co.)  demand,  collect  and  receive  for  the  transporta- 
tion of  beer  in  carloads  from  Cincinnati  to  Middlesborough, 
Ky.,  distance  233  miles,  an  unreasonable  and  unjust  charge  of 
39  cents  per  hundred  pounds,  when  compared  with  ratesi 
accepted  by  said  defendants  for  similar  service  over  other  lines 
or  parts  of  lines  jointly  or  severally  owned  and  controlled  by 
them,  and  the  following  places,  distances  from  Cincinnati  and 
rates  per  hundred  pounds  on  beer  in  carloads  are  named : 

KnozviUe,    Tenn 807  miles 25  cents 

Chattanooga,**    886  **  25 

Birmingham,  Ala. 487  •*  25 

Nashville,  Tenn 295  "  15 

ClarksviUe,    **   287  «*  28 

Decatur,        Ala/. 417  "  29 

Montgomery,  **   800  "  81 

Selma,  **  929  **  81 

That  said  rate  is  also  unjust  and  unreasonable  when  com- 
pared with  rates  on  beer  in  carloads  charged  by  other  railroads 
to  points  more  remote  from  Cincinnati  than  Middlesborough, 
namely : 


Kanawha  Falls,  W.  Va 247  miles 18  cents. 

Grafton,  W.  Va 299 

Dennison,  Ohio 221 

Pittsburgh,  Pa 818 

Chicago,  111 806 

Chndand,  O 244 

Kankakee,  111 249 

Youngstown,  O .301 


it 
(t 
<i 
<< 
ii 
<t 


28 

18 

15 

15 

18 

15 

18 

That  said  rate  of  39  cents  per  hundred  pounds,  charged  by 
the  Louisville  Co.  and  the  Kentucky  Co.  for  carrying  beer  in 
wood  from  Cincinnati,  Ohio,  to  Middlesborough,  Ky.,  is 
greater  than  they  together  with  the  other  defendant,  the  Nor- 
folk &  Western  Railroad  Co.  (hereinafter  called  the  Norfolk 
Co.)  charge  for  carrying  beer  in  wood  from  Cincinnati  over  the 
same  Hue  and  in  the  same  direction  through  Middlesborough 
to  points  l)oyoud  in  the  state  of  Virginia,  that  is  to  say,  to 
Pearisburg,  33  cents,  New  River,  Christiansburg,.or  Shawrille, 
31  cents,  Salem,  Roanoke,  or  Lynchburg,  23  cents,  and  that 
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such  greater  charge  for  the  shorter  distance  to  Middlesborough 
is  in  violation  of  the  fourth  section  of  the  Act  to  regulate  com- 
merce. 

The  complamt  further  alleges  that  the  Louisville  &  Ken- 
tucky companies  in  connection  with  other  railroad  companies 
are  parties  to  through  tarififs  from  Chic-'go  to  Middlesborough 
whereby,  during  the  month  of  June,  1891,  a  rate  on  beer  in 
wood  of  59  cents  per  hundred  pounds  was  lawfully  in  effect 
between  those  points,  and  that  some  time  during  that  month 
the  Louisville  &  Kentucky  companies  through  their  agents  did 
collect  and  receive  as  compensation  for  the  transportation  of 
beer  in  wood  from  Chicago  to  Middlesborough  a  less  sum  than 
59  cents  per  hundred  pounds  thereby  violating  section  six  of 
the  Act  to  regulate  commerce. 

The  joint  answers  of  the  Louisville  &  Kentucky  companies 
deny  that  the  rate  complained  of  is  an  unjust  or  unreason- 
able charge  for  the  service  rendered.  They  deny  also  that  the 
transportation  from  Cincinnati  to  Middlesborough  is  similar 
to  the  service  rendered  over  other  lines  or  paints  of  lines  to  the 
points  named  in  the  complaint  and  aver  that  no  just  compar- 
ison can  be  made  of  service  rendered  under  so  entirely 
dissimilar  circumstances.  They  admit  that  the  rates  from 
Cincinnati  to  Knoxville,  Chattanooga,  Birmingham,  Nashville, 
Clarksville,  Decatur,  Montgomery  and  Selma  on  beer  in  wood, 
in  carloads,  released,  are  as  set  forth  in  the  complaint,  but 
state  in  regard  to  those  charges  that  the  25  cent  rate  to  Knox- 
ville, Chattanooga  and  Birmingham  is  a  special  rate  made 
principally  to  meet  tlie  competition  of  local  breweries  at  those 
points ;  that  the  Xasliville  rate  is  also  made  low  for  the  same 
cause,  and  on  the  furtlier  ground  of  water  competition  from 
CincinMati,  Evansvillo  and  8t.  Louis,  and  that  Clarksville  rates 
are  based  on  rates  in  effect  to  ^Nashville ;  that  at  Decatur  there 
is  severe  competition  between  Cincinnati,  Evansville,  St.  Louis 
and  Mempliis  breweries ;  that  at  Montgomiiry  there  is  local 
brewery  competition  as  well  as  competition  for  the  carriage  of 
beer  to  that  point  by  })oats  on  the  Alabama  river,  and  that 
Selma  takes  Montgomery  rates.  Tliese  defendants  say  that 
"in  making  rate  reductions  to  meet  local  product,  the  rail 
lines  have  in  no  case  unjustly  antagcmizcid  the  local  interests. 
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Their  endeavor  has  been  to  so  adjust  rates  from  the  principal 
brewing  points  in  the  west  as  to  permit  of  reasonable  oompet- 
ition. 

These  defendants  state  also  that  they  are  not  engaged  in 

traffic  to  points  named  in  the  complaint  as  situate  in  West 
Virginia,  Pennsylvania,  Ohio  and  Illinois,  and  insist  that  their 
rate  to  Middlesborough  has  no  relation  to  rates  from  CSincin- 
nati  to  points  in  those  states. 

They  further  state  that  the  construction  of  the  Cumberland 
Valley  branch  of  the  Louisville  C!o.,  which  reaches  Middles- 
borough,  was  begun  in  November,  1886;  that  said  branch 
penetrates  a  region  not  previously  supplied  with  rail  transpor- 
tation and  practically  not  then  supplied  with  any  transportation 
facilities ;  that  the  road  runs  through  a  mountainous  region, 
making  its  construction  peculiarly  difficult  and  exceedingly 
expensive,  it  having  required  three  years  to  build  the  line  of 
45  miles  from  Gorbin  on  the  KnoxviUe  division  to  Middles- 
borough  ;  that  Middlesborough,  located  at  the  foot  of  Cum- 
berland Gap,  has  only  been  in  existence  for  a  period  of  about 
two  years,  and  prior  to  the  construction  of  the  Cumberland  ' 
Valley  branch  the  section  of  the  Cumberland  mountain  on  the 
north  side  of  the  Gap  was  dependent  for  transportation  from 
western  points  on  a  wagon  haul  of  60  or  60  miles  from  the 
nearest  point  on  the  KnoxviUe  division  of  the  Louisville  Com- 
pany's system  over  mountain  roads  impassable  for  the  greater 
portion  of  the  year ;  that  the  nearest  point  of  distribution  on 
tlie  south  side  of  the  mountain  was  KnoxviUe,  about  75  miles 
distant,  and  transportation  therefrom  was  conducted  by  horses* 
mules  or  oxen ;  that  when  the  Louisville  Company  completed' 
this  branch  it  extended  to  a  region  previously  devoid  of  trans- 
portation facilities  the  benefit  of  the  same  local  tariff  of  rates 
wlii('li  governs  similar  traffic  in  the  old  and  thickly  settled 
portions  of  Kentucky  and  Tennessee;  that  beer  in  wood  in 
carloads  released  is  put  by  defendants  in  class  E,and  that  the 
rate  for  that  class  is  not  only  reasonable  in  itself,  but  reason- 
able as  compared  with  other  rates  from  Cincinnati  to  Middles- 
borough, the  rates  on  all  classes  between  those  points  being: 

(per  bbl.) 
1   2  3  4  5  6  A  B  C  D  E  H   F   I  L  M  N 
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These  defendants  further  claim  that  rates  for  class  £  or  any 
other  classes  are  dependent  upon  and  fixed  with  regard  to 
rates  received  for  the  transportation  of  other  articles  taking 
other  class  rates,  and  that  their  local  classification  of  ale  and 
beer  is  in  line  generally  with  the  classification  of  those  articles 
throughout  the  country ;  and  they  state  that  these  commodities 
are  placed  in  the  several  classifications  now  in  use  throughout 
the  country  as  follows : 

ALE,  BEER  OR  PORTER,  IN  WOOD,  CARLOADS  RELEASED. 

''Official  ''Southern"  **  Western'' 

Class  5  E  5 

''IllinofH"  *  *  Oe<yrgia''  '  'L,  &  N,  LocaV 

Class  5  E  E 

It  is  also  averred  by  these  defendants  that  in  the  transpor- 
tation of  beer  special  facilities  are  furnished  by  the  carrier  to 
the  shipper;  that  it  is  a  perishable  product,  subject  to  much 
risk  in  transportation,  and  therefore  is  given  special  attention 
to  secure  speedy  and  safe  carriage ;  that  they  furnish  for  the 
shipment  of  this  article  refrigerator  cars,  specially  constructed 
at  great  expense  and  weighing  much  more  than  the  ordinary 
freight  car,  and  make  no  freight  charge  for  ice  in  the  same  car 
with  ale  or  beer  in  carloads,  necessary  to  preserve  it  in  transit ; 
shippers  being  permitted  to  load  as  much  as  4,000  lbs.  of  ice 
when  necessury  for  such  preservation. 

In  regard  to  the  long  and  short  haul  feature  of  the  complaint 
these  defendants  deny  that  they  are  under  any  common  con- 
trol or  management  with  the  Norfolk  Company,  admit  ih^y 
have  agreed  with  that  company  upon  certain  through  rates 
for  the  transportation  of  property  wholly  by  railroad  between 
Cincinnati  and  Lynchburg  and  other  points  in  Virginia,  but 
deny  that  they  are  under  any  arrangement  with  the  Norfolk 
Co.  for  continuous  carriage  or  shipment  of  property  between 
those  points.  They  furtlier  state  that  they  carry  beer  from 
Cincinnati  through  Middlesborough  to  Norton,  Va.,  their 
eastern  terminus,  and  there  deliver  it  to  the  Norfolk  Co.,  which 
transpoi'ts  it  to  the  Virginia  points  mentioned  in  the  complaint ; 
that  it  is  true  that  said  Virginia  points  are  more  remote  from 
Cincinnjiti  than  Middlosborongli,  and  also  true  that  between 
Cincinnati  aud  Middlesborough  the  transportation  is  over  the 
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same  line  in  the  same  direction  when  the  beer  is  destined  for 
Midcllesborough  849  when  it  is  destined  for  said  Virginia  points, 
but  they  deny  that  the  transportation  to  these  points  and  to 
Middlesborough  is  conducted  under  substantially  similar 
circumstances  and  conditions.  In  support  of  their  claim 
that  such  circumstances  and  conditions  are  dissimilar  these 
defendants  state  as  follows : 

''The  line  of  the  Louisville  &  NashyilleT  Bailroad  was 
extended  in  1890,  from  a  point  in  Kentucky,  through  Middles-. 
borough  to  Norton,  Virginia,  where  a  junction  was  effected 
with  the  Norfolk  &  Western  Bailroad.  Long  prior  to  the 
time  said  junction  was  effected,  certain  through  rates  had 
been  agreed  upon  by  lines  which  competed  with  each  other 
for  the  transportation  of  property  between  Cincinnati,  Ohio, 
and  Lynchburg,  Petersburg,  Bichmond,  and  other  Virginia 
cities;  and  when  said  junction  was  effected,  respondents 
agreed  to  transport  property  over  their  lines  to  Norton, Virginia, 
for  a  certain  proportion  of  said  through  rates.  Said  rates 
were  not  made  by  respondents.  They  were  the  result  of  active 
and  long  continued  competition  between  powerful  rival  lines. 
Bespondent's  offense,  if  any,  consisted  exclusively  in  providing 
the  public  with  an  additional  and  more  direct  line  of  railway, 
without  requiring  the  public  to  pay  anything  additional  for 
the  new  transportation  facility  thus  afforded." 

"  Bespondents  also  agreed  to  transport  over  their  lines  to 
Norton,  Virginia,  property  destined  from  Cincinnati  to  local 
stations  on  the  Norfolk  &  Western  Bailroad  for  a  certain  pro- 
portion of  certain  through  rates,  which  were  arrived  at  by 
adding  to  the  rates  in  effect  between  Cincinnati  and  Ljmchburg, 
the  local  rates  fixed  by  the  Norfolk  &  Western  Bailroad  Com- 
))au y,  to  appl}'  on  traffic  destined  from  Cincinnati  to  said  local 
stations.  In  that  way,  said  local  stations  also  got  the  benefit 
of  the  additional  facilities  afforded  by  the  extension  of  the 
Louisville  &  Nashville  Bailroad  to  Norton." 

The  answer  of  the  Norfolk  Co.  admits  that  it  and  the  other 
defendants  have  arrangements  for  the  transportation  qI  prop- 
erty which  by  reason  of  its  point  of  origin  or  destinatioii 
requires  the  use  of  a  portion  of  the  railways  of  each  company, 


602  INTEUSTATE   COMMERCE   COMMISSION   REPORTS. 

but  til  at  such  arrangements  impose  no  obligation  or  responsi- 
bility upon  it  when  the  carriage  of  the  property  is  wholly  upon 
either  one  or  both  of  the  other  defendant  roads. 

This  company  admits  that  it  participates  in  rates  for  the 
transpoiiation  of  beer  in  wood  from  Cincinnati,  O.,  to  points 
upon  its  road,  but  avers  that  in  the  adjustment  of  said  rates  to 
local  destinations  on  its  road  it  is  governed  by  circumstances 
and  conditions  dissimihir  to  those  which  fix  the  rates  to  com- 
mon and  competitive  points  in  the  state  of  Virginia,  and  it 
believes  that  its  rates  are  made  in  strict  accordance  with  the 
law. 

At  the  healing  no  proof  was  offered  by  complainant  upon 
the  question  whether  the  rate  to  Middlesborough  is  reasonable 
in  itself;  neither  was  any  evidence  presented  by  it  for  the 
purpose  of  showing  that  undue  prefei^ence  or  prejudice  results 
from  rates  to  Middlesborough  and  the  other  points  mentioned 
in  the  complaint  as  not  located  upon  the  same  line,  or  in  sup- 
port of  the  charge  of  unjust  discrimination  by  defendants  in 
collecting  less  than  established  rates  on  beer  from  Chicago  to 
Middlesborough.  The  small  amount  of  material  testimony 
taken  was,  on  the  pai*t  of  the  defendants,  mainly  a  reiteration 
of  their  pleading ;  and  it  was  definitely  stated  for  complainant 
that  it  relied  principally  upon  the  admission  of  defendants 
that  they  charge  more  to  Middlesborough  than  for  the  longer 
distance  over  the  same  line  to  points  in  Virginia,  and  was 
content  to  submit  the  case  upon  the  complaint  and  answers  on 
tile. 

There  is  therefore  but  a  single  question  to  be  decided  in 
this  case,  namely,  is  tlie  rate  complained  of  in  violation  of  the 
fourth  section  of  the  Act  to  regulate  commerce? 

The  fjicts  necessary  to  a  decision  on  this  point  are  as 
follows : 

1.  Each  of  the  defendant  companies  is  engaged  in  the  trans- 
portation <^f  property  between  points  in  different  states.  The 
roads  of  the  Kentucky  and  Louisville  companies  are  now 
parts  of  the  same  system  (the  Louisville  &  Nashville)  and  are 
operated  under  a  common  control  or  management.  The 
Louisville  and  Norfolk  companies  are  parties  to  and  have 
established  through  rates  for  the  transportation  of  property 
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from  Ciucinnati,  Ohio,  to  Lynchburg  and  other  points  in  the 
state  of  Virginia,  and  under  bills  of  lading  issued  by  the 
Louisville  Company  and  accepted  by  the  Norfolk  Company 
they  carry,  by  such  arrangement,  property  as  a  continuous 
shipment  between  these  points  at  rates  so  established  and 
over  a  line  formed  by  roads  which  they  respectively  manage 
or  control;  and  Middlesborough  is  an  intermediate  station  on 
such  line  from  Cincinnati  to  the  Virginia  points  aforesaid. 

The  Louisville  Co.  has  established  rates  for  the  transporta- 
tion of  property  from  Cincinnati  to  Middlesborough  aforesaid, 
and,  under  bills  of  lading  issued  by  it,  carries  property  as  a 
continuous  shipment  between  those  points  at  rates  so  estab- 
lished and  over  a  line  which  it  manages  or  controls ;  and  said 
line  is  part  of  the  above  described  line  between  Cincinnati  and 
the  Virginia  points  aforesaid. 

2.  Rates  established  and  in  force  for  the  transportation  of 
beer  in  wood  in  carloads,  released,  over  said  line  from  Cincin- 
nati to  the  Virginia  points  aforsaid  and  to  various  intermediate 
stations,  together  w^ith  the  distances  of  said  points  and  stations 
from  Cincinnati  are-  as  follows,  to  wit : 

rr.  Uatos  per  Distance  from 

*  ^^  100  lbs.  Cincinnati. 

Livingston,  Ky 80  cts.  155  miles. 

CnrMn,  Ivv 85  '*  180 

IJarl.ouisvilh',  Ky 40  "  208 

PiiM'villo,  Kv 40  "  217 

Mi«iaioshonmgh,  Ky 8J)  "  280 

Shawaneo, 'IVnn 80  "  237      ** 

Kwing,  Va 45  "  250      ** 

HuLbanl's  Springs,  Va 40  "  203      *' 

r,igSt(»noGap.  Va 44  ''  291      ** 

N(.ri..n,  Va 44  *'  305      '* 

P.'arisburg,  Va 88  "  440 

N(^\v  liiv.r,  Va 81  ''  471 

('liristiansl»urg,  Va 81  "  481 

Sliawvill.',  Va 81  "  491      "■ 

Sal.'ni.  Va 28  "  507      " 

Koanoko,  Va 28  "  513      '* 

Lynclihurg,  Va 28  "  507      ** 

These  rates  a])])ly  to  shipments  of  "Beer  in  wood,  carloads^ 
released."  The  tratHc  is  transported  in  refrigerator  cars  and 
ice  necessary  for  its  preservation  is  carried  free. 

3.  ^No  coni[)etition  by  lines  not  subject  to  the  Act  to  regxdate 
connnerce  exists  for  through  beer  or  any  other  traffic  fi'om 
Cincinnati  or  any  other  interstate  point  to  the  places  above 


it 
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mentioned.  There  is  competition  by  the  Chesapeake  &  Ohio 
Railway,  an  interstate  carrier,  for  traffic  from  Cincinnati  to 
Lynchburg,  the  distance  between  these  points  by  that  route 
being  470  miles,  and  the  line  of  this  carrier  to  Lynchburg  is 
shorter  than  that  of  the  defendants  by  97  miles. 

All  rail  lines  carry  beer  to  Lynchburg  from  various  brewing 
points  in  the  east,  such  as  Richmond,  Baltimore,  Washington, 
Alexandria,  New  York  and  Philadelphia,  and  from  northern 
cities  the  traffic  can  also  go  as  a  through  shipment  by  water 
and  rail  through  Maryland  or  Virginia  ports. 

Conclusions. 

The  foregoing  findings  set  forth  facts  sufficient  for  the  dis- 
position of  this  case. 

The  defendants  transport  beer  in  carloads  from  Cincinnati, 
Ohio,  to  Lynchburg  and  other  points  in  Virginia,  under  a 
condition  in  the  bills  of  lading  releasing  them  from  certain 
liability  as  carriers,  and  according  to  a  common  arrangement 
between  them  for  continuous  carriage  and  shipment  within 
the  meaning  of  the  first  section  of  the  Act  to  regulate  com- 
merce. Georgia  Railroad  Com,  v.  Clyde  SS.  Co,  4  Inters.  Com. 
Rep.  120,  5  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  324 ;  Boston  Fruit  db  P.  Exch.  v.  Neio 
York  dd  N,  E,  R,  Co,  3  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  493,  4  L  C.  C.  Rep. 
664;  Mattingly  v.  Peyinsylvaiiia  Co,  2  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  806, 
3  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  592;  Richardson  v.  The  Chouteau,  37  Fed.  Rep. 
532 ;  Kentucky  tfe  /.  Bridge  Co,  v.  Louisville  cfe  N.  R,  Co.  37 
Fed.  Rep.  572 ;  I/arp  v.  The  Grand  Era,  1  Woods  C.  C.  184. 
Over  a  part  of  the  all  rail  line  to  Lynchburg  and  other  points 
aforesaid,  and  under  a  like  condition  in  bills  of  lading,  two  of 
the  defendants  transport  beer  in  carloads  from  Cincinnati  to 
Middlcsborough,  Ky.,  a  shorter  distance  included  within  the 
longer  distance  to  Lynchburg,  Va.,  and  over  the  same  line  in 
the  same  direction,  and  sueli  transportation  is  conducted  by 
said  defoiulants  under  a  common  control  or  management 
within  the  nuMining  of  the  first  section  of  tlie  Act  to  regulate 
commerce.  The  defendants  and  the  transportation  by  them 
to  the  interstate  points  mentioned  in  the  complaint  are  there- 
fore subject  to  the  provisions  of  the  Act  to  reguhite  commerce. 
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Under  the  construction  of  the  fourth  section  by  the  C!om* 
mission  and  the  Courts,  as  set  forth  in  our  decision  in  the 
Georgia  Bailroad  Commission  cases,  4  Inters.  Com.  Bep.  120^ 
5  I.  C.  C.  Bep.  324 ;  the  defendants  are  not  authorized  by  the 
statute  to  establish  and  charge  lower  rates  to  longer  than  ta 
shorter  distance  points,  mentioned  i^  the  complaint  and  find- 
ings, by  the  fact  that  other  interstate  railroads  reach  those  or 
some  of  those  longer  distance  points  from  Cincinnati  or  from 
other  points  of  shipment.  The  rule  expressed  by  the  fourth 
section  that  distance  shall  ordinarily  limit  the  adjustment  of 
rates  is  not  rendered  inoperative  by  the  existence  at  one  point 
of  converging  lines  subject  to  the  Act,  for  the  law  applies  to 
each  of  those  lines,  and  neither  can  put  in  rates  to  that  point 
which  are  lower  than  shorter  distance  charges  on  its  line  until, 
upon  a  showing  of  special  considerations  grounded  in  justice 
to  its  patrons  and  itself,  it  obtains  permission  from  the  regu-* 
lating  authorities  so  to  do.  This  principal  applies  both,  ta 
lines  between  the  same  points  and  to  lines  reaching  the  same 
destination  from  different  points  of  consignment. 

It  is  true  that  situations  frequently  arise  when  one  carrier  ift 
at  an  unjust  disadvantage  as  compared  with  another  in  the 
business  of  carrying  to  a  common  point.  But  the  situation  al 
junction  or  common  points  is  not  uniformly  so  opressive  as  to 
justify  exceptional  action  by  the  carriers  in  disregard  of  the 
rights  of  places  more  favorably  situated  in  point  of  distance. 

The  term  competition  as  applied  to  rates  is  frequently,  a 
misnomer.  Boads  reaching  a  common  point  may  at  first 
compete  by  one  and  then  the  other  giving  lower  rates  to  that 
point  until  finally  they  are  compelled  to  combine  in  fixing  a 
rate  by  which  each  will  obtain  a  fair  share  of  the  business  and 
derive  a  profit.  Carriers  not  only  determine  upon  rates  be- 
tween themselves,  but  rates  to  important  junction  or  common 
points  are  also  fixed  at  meetings  of  or  through  associationa 
composed  of  carriers  in  common  territory.  These  rates,  fixed 
iu  the  interests  of  all  the  carriers,  and  with  reference  of  course 
to  the  general  situation  in  the  immediate  terrritory,  are  intended 
to  be  profitable.  While  rates  so  made  are  still  competitive  in 
a  narrowed  sense,  the  force  of  natural  and  unrestricted  oom- 
pt'tition  between  the  carriers  is  materially  modified  by  their 
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combined  action;  and  though  traffic  conditions  may  and 
usually  do  limit  the  amount  of  increase  in  charges,  yet  con- 
certed action  by  the  carriers  commonly  results  in  such  rates 
as  will  yield  fair  compensation  for  the  service  rendered.  The 
disadvantages  from  which  some  carriers  subject  to  the  statute 
might  suflfer  under  varying  traffic  situations  are,  in  large 
measure,  removed  by  agreements  among  themselves  which 
greatly  modify  the  opressive  force  of  free  competition ;  and 
association  or  action  in  concert  is  freely  resorted  to  by  such 
carriers. 

The  theory  sometimes  advanced  that  the  Act  was  intended 
to  eliminate  competition  as  a  factor  in  transportation  is  not 
borne  out  by  the  provisions  of  the  statute.  Perhaps  the  ideal 
reasonable  and  just  transportation  charge  should  be  unaffected 
by  the  element  of  competition ;  but  the  statute  only  applies  to 
certain  classes  of  carriers,  prohibits  only  such  preferences  or 
discriminations  as  are  undue  or  unjust  and  confers  upon  a 
regulating  body  power  to  relax  in  the  interests  of  those  carriers 
its  general  rule  that  rates  shall  ordinarily  depend  upon  dis- 
tance, and  was  evidently  not  framed  in  disregard  of  the  com- 
petitive relations  existing  between  common  carriers  throughout 
the  country. 

To  preserve  legitimate  competition  between  public  carriers, 
that  is,  competition  which  is  not  contrary  to  the  public  interest, 
and  to  prevent  that  competition  which  is  illegitimate,  or  in 
other  words,  opposed  to  the  public  welfare,  is  precisely  that 
which,  among  other  things,  the  law  undertakes  to  accomplish. 
The  clauses  prohibiting  undue  preferences  and  requiring  rea- 
sonable, just  and  non-discriminating  rates  were  designed  to 
abolish  the  illegitimate  practices  indulged  in  by  carriers  before 
the  Act  was  passed,  and  much  of  the  favoritism  given  to 
persons  and  places  was  unquestionably  the  result  of  unfair 
competition  between  carriers  by  rail ;  besides,  to  further  secure 
to  persons  and  communities  their  advantages  of  location,  the 
law  in  its  fourth  section  directs  that  distance  shall  ordinarily 
limit  the  makiag  of  rates  in  the  same  direction.  Conditioned 
upon  faithful  and  mutual  observance  of  those  provisions,  the 
right  of  carriers  subject  thereto  to  compete,  not  only  in  rates, 
but  also,  and  with  very  much  greater  freedom,  in  facilities  and 
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accommodations,  is  clearly  recognized  in  the  statute.  No 
qualifying  phrases  which  may  be  found  in  such  provisions  can 
properly  be  held  to  refer  to  business  strife  between  carriers 
subject  thereto;  but  Congress  did  provide  a  relieving  clause 
for  the  benefit  of  such  carriers  by  adding  to  the  distance  rule 
in  the  fourth  section  a  proviso  giving  the  Commission  power 
to  authorize  a  carrier,  upon  application  and  after  investigation, 
to  charge  less  for  longer  than  for  shorter  distances,  and  from 
time  to  time  to  prescribe  the  extent  of  such  relief,  that  is,  to 
limit  the  reduction  of  rates  for  longer  distances.  Any  person 
at  all  familiar  with  transportation  as  conducted  in  this  country 
is  aware  that  the  principal  ground  which  a  carrier  subject  to 
the  Act  can  allege  for  such  relief  is  competition ;  and  that 
allegation  was  the  one  mainly  relied  on  by  carriers  in  their 
applications  to  the  Commission  for  such  relief  immediately 
a^ter  the  law  went  into  effect.  Before  its  enactment,  competi- 
tion between  carriers  subject  to  the  statute  had  been  shown  to 
result  in  many  illegitimate  practices,  but  it  was  also  apparent 
that  within  proper  limits  such  competion  is  beneficial  to  the 
public  and  a  privilege  grounded  in  fairness  to  the  carriers;  it 
therefore  became  necessary  to  provide  for  the  ascertainment 
and  continuance  of  legitimate  competition  between  such  car- 
riers in  an  authorative  way,  and  the  fourth  section  proviso 
was  made  a  part  of  the  law. 

Transportation  by  water  or  by  other  agencies  not  subject  to 
the  law  present  a  wholly  different  question.  As  stated  in  the 
Georgia  Eailroad  Commission  cases,  4  Inters.  Com.  Bep.  120, 
5  I.  C.  C.  Bep.  324,  actual  competition  with  carriers  not  subject 
to  regulation  under  the  Act  to  regulate  commerce  is,  as  a  rule, 
potential  in  the  extreme,  for  the  law  places  no  limitation  upon 
such  a  carrier  as  to  rates,  service  or  facilities.  So  far  as  the 
statute  is  concerned  such  a  carrier  may  charge  unreasonable, 
unjustly  discriminating  and  unduly  prejudicial  rates  to  any 
point,  and  adopt  whatever  regulations  its  private  interest  may 
demand.  On  the  other  hand,  in  the  application  of  the  law  to 
carriers  subject  to  its  provisions  their  private  rights  are  sub- 
ordinate to  those  of  the  public,  and  competition  between  them 
is  not  always  in  the  public  interest.  It  is  as  a  broad  general 
rule,  against  the  public  interest  that  artificial  circamstaneiMi, 
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which  at  the  will  or  caprice  or  for  the  self  interest  of  any  man 
or  body  of  men  (individual  or  corporate  carriers)  may  be  swept 
out  of  existence  as  lightly  as  they  were  perhaps  created,  should 
be  permitted  to  interfere  with  the  natural  course  of  trade. 
Liverpool  Corn  Trade  Asso.  v.  London  <&  N,  W,  li.  Co.  L.  R.  1 
Q.  B.  Div.  120,  45  Am.  &  Eng.  R.  Cas.  216.  If  railroad  com- 
petition should  be  considered  as  justifying  the  exceptional 
rate  in  every  case  where  the  term  is  applied,  (and  the  degree 
or  force  of  such  competition  is  of  great  variety),  any  railroad 
might  by  its  action  absolve  a  competitor  from  its  obligation 
under  the  law^  and  be  itself  absolved  in  return.  The  legislature 
never  intended  this  consequence ;  it  did  not  intend  that  carriers 
subject  to  the  law  should  at  pleasure  make  the  rule  of  the  stat- 
ute ineffectual.  He  Chicago,  St.  P,  &  K,  C  R,  Co.  2  Inters.  Com. 
Rep.  137, 2 1.  C.  C.  Rep.  231.  Besides  a  shipper  having  a  choice 
between  competing  carriers  would  only  have  to  refuse  to  send 
his  goods  by  one  of  them  unless  given  exceptional  rates  to 
justify  that  one  in  making  the  discrimination  in  his  favor  on  the 
ground  of  the  necessity  of  the  situation.  Interstate  Ccyininerce 
Coinimsaion  v.  Texas  &  P.  P.  Co.  4  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  114. 
These  principles  are  peculiarly  applicable  to  carriers  subject 
to  the  same  general  scheme  of  regulation;  furthermore,  it 
must  be  remembered  that  water  lines  were  designedly  left  free 
from  the  operation  of  the  law  in  order  to  preserve  untrammeled 
the  advantages  of  such  communication  to  territory  reached  by 
"river,  sea,  canal  or  lake."  The  fact  of  the  exclusion  of  this 
metliod  of  transportation  from  the  operation  of  the  law  is  in 
itself  a  declaration  that  competition  by  water  should  not  be 
confounded  with  competition  by  rail.  And  the  same  distinc- 
tion applies  to  foreign  and  state  railroads  where  they  do  not 
come  under  the  prohibitive  clauses  of  the  law.  Competition 
with  carriers  not  subject  to  the  statute  is  based  upon  natural 
causes  and  plain  conditions,  but  the  legitimate  force  of  compe- 
tition with  carriers  subject  to  the  Act  depends  upon  compliance 
with  the  law  by  each  of  the  competitors  aud  the  special 
circumstances  and  primarily  indefinite  conditions  in  each 
])articular  case. 

''The  carrier  has  the  right  to  judge  in  the  first  instance 
whether  it  is  justified  in  making  the  greater  charge  for  the 
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shorter  distance  under  the  fourth  section  in  all  cases  where  the 
circumstances  and  conditions  arise  wholly  upon  its  own  line 
or  through  competition  for  the  same  traffic  with  carriers  not 
subject  to  regulation  under  the  Act  to  regulate  commerce* 
In  other  cases  under  the  fourth  section  the  circumstances  and 
conditions  are  not  presumptively  dissimilar,  and  carriers  must 
not  charge  less  for  the  longer  distance  except  upon  the  order  of 
this  Commission." 

(rto7'gia  Railroad  Coin.  v.  Clyde  88.  Co.  4  Inters.  Com.  Rep. 
120,  5  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  324. 

The  construction  of  the  law  as  laid  down  in  the  Georgia 
Commission  cases  and  here  somewhat  further  discussed  was 
not  in  any  sense  an  arbitrary  ruling ;  it  was  arrived  at  after 
patient  and  thorough  examination  of  all  the  authorities  upon 
the  long  and  short  haul  question;  and  that  it  is  clearly  in 
liarmony  with  the  obvious  intent  of  Congress,  the  decisions  of 
Federal  and  English  courts,  and  the  basis  of  construction 
originally  laid  down  by  the  Commission  on  the  subject,  is  the 
best  proof  of  its  being  the  correct  interpretation  of  the  meaning 
of  the  fourth  section. 

The  effect  of  market  competition  upon  rates  for  longer 
distances  under  the  foui*th  section  is,  so  far  as  carriers  are 
concerned,  a  collateral  question  with  that  of  competition  be- 
tween carriers  subject  to  the  statute,  and  necessarily  can  only 
be  determined  by  the  same  general  rule. 

''  To  determine  the  force  and  effect  of  such  (market)  compe- 
tition involves  consideration  of  commercial  questions  pecuUar 
to  the  business  of  shippers,  such  as  advantage  of  business 
locution,  comparative  economy  of  production,  comparative 
quality  and  market  value  of  commodities,  all  of  which  are 
entirely  disconnected  from  circumstances  and  conditions  under 
which  transportation  is  conducted.  Carriers  cannot  create 
abnormal  situations  by  making  rates  which  equalize  advantages 
and  disadvantages  of  localities  and  thereupon  claim  justifica- 
tion for  greater  charges  on  shorter  hauls  on  the  ground  that 
the  lesser  long  haul  charges  which  accomplish  such  equaliza- 
tion are  necessary  to  secure  increase  in  traffic  over  their  lines." 

Georgia  Railroad  Covi.  v.  Clyde  88.  Co.  4  Inters.  Com.  Rep. 
120,  f)  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  324. 
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If  the  application  of  the  theory  set  forth  in  the  answer  of 
the  Louisville  and  Kentucky  companies  in  this  case,  that  rates 
on  an  article  to  a  given  point  should  be  lower  when  the  com- 
modity carried  is  also  manufactured  at  that  point,  operates  to 
produce  an  undue  preference  or  prejudice  under  the  third 
section  or  a  deviation  from  the  rule  of  the  fourth  section,  it 
cannot  be  sanctioned.  But  it  is  not  important  to  discuss  the 
general  propriety  of  that  theory  with  reference  to  the  decision 
of  this  case,  and  our  only  reason  for  giving  it  any  attention  is 
the  fact  of  its  being  involved  in  the  general  question  of  market 
competition. 

Questions  of  market  competition  and  railroad  competition 
are  susceptible  of  simple  solution  if  carriers  generally  will  do 
willingly  that  which,  under  the  law,  they  must  do  perforce, 
namely,  endeavor  to  bring  about  legitimate  prosperity  and 
advantage  to  themselves  in  conformity  with,  not  in  defiance 
of,  the  law's  provisions.  Willing  conformity  with  the  statute 
would  necessarily  result  in  narrowing  the  range  of  investiga- 
tions and  in  eliminating  therefrom  rate  questions  which  depend 
for  solution  upon  the  lawful  action  of  otlier  carriers.  Let  that 
position  be  taken,  and  much  of  the  illegitimate  force  of  such 
competition  will  have  vanished;  what  remains  can  be  dealt 
with  mainly  under  confined  and  simple  situations,  and  most 
rapidly  and  eflfectively  in  cases  under  the  proviso  clause  of  the 
fourth  section ;  while  at  the  same  time  hardship  can  be  auth- 
oritively  relieved. 

One  fact  in  this  case  may  properly  be  noticed.  "  The  rate 
on  beer  of  23  cents  from  Cincinnati  to  Lynchburg,  distance 
567  miles,  afifords  a  rate  per  ton  per  mile  of  a  little  over  8  mills ; 
but  the  rate  of  39  cents  from  Cincinnati  to  Middlesborough, 
distance  of  230  miles,  yields  a  rate  per  ton  per  mile  of  over  3^ 
cents.  We  refrain  from  expressing  any  opinion  as  to  the 
character  of  either  of  these  rates  considered  by  itself,  but  we 
do  not  hesitate  to  say  that  a  rate  per  mile  for  a  shorter  haul 
which  is  more  than  four  times  the  rate  per  mile  for  a  longer 
distance  is  extortionate  if  the  longer  distance  rate  is  remuner- 
ative. When  rates  from  any  cause  are  made  greater  for  shorter 
than  for  longer  distances  the  diff'erence  between  such  rates 
must  in  no  instance  bo  unreasonable. 
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In  this  case  the  burden  was  upon  the  defendants  to  show 
their  right  to  make  the  greater  short  haul  charge  complained 
of  without  having  first  obtained  from  this  Commission  an  order 
authorizing  them  to  make  the  lesser  long  haul  charge  with 
which  under  the  fourth  section  such  greater  charge  is  compared. 
This  they  have  not  done.  It  appears  by  the  findings  that  rates 
from  Cincinnati  are  greater  for  shorter  hauls  to  various  points 
on  the  roads  involved  in  this  controversy,  and  the  order  will 
therefore  be  that  the  defendants  cease  and  desist,  on  or  before 
March  20,  1893,  from  charging  for  the  transportation  of  beer 
or  other  property  from  Cincinnati  to  Middlesborough  and 
other  points  on  the  same  line  as  far  as  and  including  Lynch* 
burg  any  greater  aggregate  compensation  on  similar  shipments 
of  like  kind  of  property  for  shorter  than  for  longer  distances ; 
and  that  they  be  required  to  thenceforth  abstain  from  making 
any  less  charge  for  the  longer  than  for  the  shorter  distances 
aforesaid  except  upon  the  filing  by  them  of  an  applicatio4  for 
relief  from  the  operation  of  the  fourth  section  and  the  issoanoe 
by  this  Commission  of  an  order  permitting  such  lesser  charge. 
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JAMES  &  ABBOT  V.  THE  CANADIAN  PACIFIO 
EAILWAY  COMPANY;  THE  MAINE  CENTEAL 
EAILEOAD  COMPANY;  THE  BOSTON  AND 
MAINE  EAILEOAD  COMPANY. 


Complaint  filed  March  21,  1892.— Answers  filed  April  12  to  May  6, 1893.— 
Testimony  heard  at  Boston,  September  8  and  9,  1892.— Briefs  filiBd, 
October  25  to  November  28,  1892.— Decided,  March  11,  1893. 


1.  The  statute  provides  that  *'no  complaint  shall  at  any  time  be  dismissed 
because  of  the  absence  of  direct  damage  to  the  complainant,'*  and 
defendants  are  therefore  not  entitled  to  a  dismissal  of  the  complaint  on 
the  ground  that  the  petitioners,  being  merely  commission  merchants, 
can  sustain  no  direct  or  material  damage  under  the  rates  in  question. 

2.  When  water  competition  is  alleged  to  justify  rates  in  any  case  under  the 
statute  the  carrier  must  affirmatively  show  by  proof  which  does  more 
than  create  a  presumption  and  which  clearly  establishes  that  such  com- 
petition is  a  controlling  factoi  in  the  transportation  of  trafQc  important 
in  amount  from  the  point  in  question. 

3.  Manufacturing  industries  should  not  be  deprived,  through  a  carrier's 
adjustment  of  relative  rates,  of  advantages  resulting  from  their  favorable 
location  in  resi)ect  of  cost  of  raw  material  supplied  from  a  common 
source,  or  of  distance  to  the  common  market  for  the  finished  product. 

4.  A  departure  from  equal  mileage  rates  on  different  branches  or  divisions 
of  a  road  is  not  conclusive  tliat  the  rates  are  unlawful,  but  the  burden  is 
on  the  company  making  such  depaiture  to  show  its  rates  to  be  reasonable 
when  disput<Ml.  Citing  Logan  v.  C.  <Jfc  JV.  W.  R.  Co.  2  Inters.  Com.  Rep. 
431,  2  I.  (\  C.  Rep.  ()04. 

5.  When  the  reasonableness  or  relative  reasonableness  of  charges  is  chal- 
lenged,  every  material  consideration  which  enters  into  the  making  of 
such  charges,  including  the  apportionment  thereof  to  connecting  roads 
in  a  through  line,  is  pertinent  to  the  inquiry. 

6.  The  "drive"  of  shingle  lo«>5  down  rivers  which  flow  past  the  place  of  cut 
in  Mame  to  a  seaport  in  Canaila  where  shingle  mills  are  located,  and 
from  which  the  proiluct  may  u;<)  i>y  sea  to  maiket  ports.*  affects  shingle 
traffic  from  compe,ting  mills  located  along  these  rivers  at  a  place  in  Can- 
ada and  a  place  in  Maine,  but  opeiates  with  less  force  at  the  latter  point. 
The  rail  rate  from  the  Canadian  mill  to  maiket  being  fixed  with  especial 
reference  to  the  efl'ect  of  tiie  log  drive  to  and  water  competition  for 
shingle  tralfic  from  the  seaport,  the  rate  from  the  Maine  mill,  should  be 
made  upon  the  same  basis. 
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7.  Defendants  ordered  to  restore  the  relation  of  rates  on  shingles  to  Boston 
which  they  established  after  the  filing  of  complaint  herein  but  soon  after 
discontinued,  to  wit,  a  rate  from  Fort  Fairfield  in  Maine  of  not  exceeding 
6^  cents  above  the  rate  in  force  from  Fredericton  in  Canada.  Complain- 
ant's claim  for  reparation  denied. 

A.  B.  Paine,  for  ComplaiBants. 

A.  C,  Bayinond,  for  OaBadian  Pacific  Bailway  Company. 

Sigoumey  Butler^  for  Boston  &  Maine  Bailroad  Company. 


REPORT  AND  OPINION  OF  THE  00MMI8SI0N. 

Veazey,  Cotmnissioiier : 

It  is  alleged  in  the  complaint  that  the  defendants  are  engaged 
in  the  carriage  of  interstate  commerce  under  joint  traffic 
arrangements  and  are  subject  to  the  provisions  of  the  Act  to 
regulate  commerce.  That  they  charge  and  receive  16^  cents  " 
per  hundred  pounds  on  lumber  in  carload  lots  and  31  j^  cents 
per  hundred  pounds  on  shingles  in  carload  lots  from  Fort 
Fairfield,  Stevens'  Siding  and  Hurd's  Siding  in  the  state  of 
Maine  to  Boston  in  the  state  of  Massachusetts,  a  distance  of 
about  484  miles,  while  they  charge  and  receive  only  14^  cents  on 
lumber  in  carload  lots  and  16f  cents  per  hundred  pounds  on 
shingles  in  carload  lots  from  Fredericton,  Tracey  and  Bussia* 
gornisb  in  the  Province  of  New  Brunswick  to  Boston  aforesaid, 
a  distance  of  about  433  miles ;  that  said  rate  of  31^  cents  per 
hundred  pounds  on  shingles  from  Fort  Fairfield,  Stevens* 
Siding  and  Hurd's  Siding  is  unreasonable  and  unjust,  and  that 
defendants  discriminate  against  the  petitioners  by  exacting 
from  them  a  greater  charge  than  they  do  from  shippers  at 
Fredericton,  Tracey  and  Bussia-goi*nish  for  what  is  practically 
a  similar  service. 

The  prayer  of  the  petition  is  that  the  31^  cent  rate  on 
shingles  from  Fort  Fairfield,  Stevens'  Siding  and  Hurd's  Sid- 
ing be  reduced  to  a  rate  that  is  reasonable  and  that  defendants 
be  ordered  to  repay  all  sums  which  they  may  have  exacted 
subsequent  to  the  date  of  the  petition  in  excess  of  the  rate 
which  the  Commission  shall  decide  to  be  just  and  reasonable. 

The  answer  of  the  defendant,  the  Canadian  Pacific  Bailway 
Company,  admits  that  it  is  under  joint  traffic  arrangements 
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with  the  other  defendants  and  subject  to  the  Act  to  regulate 
commerce ;  that  at  the  date  of  the  petition,  the  rates  on  lumber 
and  shingles  set  forth  therein  were  in  force  over  the  defendant 
lines,  but  that  before  the  petition  was  filed  the  defendants  had 
in  contemplation  a  readjustment  of  the  rates  aforesaid ;  that 
the  rates  now  in  force  are  15^  cents  per  hnudred  pounds  on 
lumber  in  carload  lots  and  26^  cents  per  hundred  pounds  on 
shingles  in  carload  lots  from  Fort  Fairfield,  Stevens'  Siding 
and  Kurd's  Siding  to  Boston  and  14^  cents  per  hundred 
pounds  on  lumber  in  carload  lots  and  20  cents  per  hnndred 
pounds  on  shingles  in  carload  lots  from  Fredericton,  Tracey 
and  Russia-gornish  to  Boston ;  that  these  rates  of  freight  are 
just  and  reasonable  and  not  in  violation  of  the  Act  to  regulate 
commerce,  for  the  reason  that  the  circumstances  and  conditions 
attending  the  traffic  aforesaid  from  the  two  groups  of  places 
are  substantially  dissimilar  as  to  value,  volume  and  relation  to 
other  traffic  over  the  same  line  of  railway,  as  to  manner  and 
cost  of  obtaining  logs,  and  as  to  water  competition,  which 
exercises  a  controlling  effect  on  the  rates  of  freight  obtainable 
from  Fredericton  to  Boston,  but  which  does  not  exist  from 
Fort  Fairfield,  Stevens'  Siding  and  Kurd's  Siding ;  that  said 
last  named  stations  are  situated  upon  a  branch  line  oiiginally 
known  as  the  Aroostook  Railroad  of  Maine ;  that  said  line  was 
built  by  the  New  Brunswick  Railway  Company  of  New  Bruns- 
wick, Canada,  which  said  last  named  road  was  in  turn  leased 
to  the  Canadian  Pacific  Railway  Company;  that  the  character 
and  volume  of  the  traffic  upon  said  branch  line  and  the  cost 
of  hauling  such  traffic  on  said  branch  line  render  the  rates  now 
in  force  unrcmunerativo  to  the  lessee,  the  Canadian  Pacific 
Railway  Company,  and  that  any  further  reduction  in  said 
through  rates  would  compel  the  defendant  to  operate  the  said 
branch  line  as  a  local  line  at  local  rates  of  freight  to  the  point 
of  junction  with  defendant's  main  line  of  railway;  that  the 
rates  of  freight  from  Tracey  and  Russia-gornish  arre  substan- 
tially nominal  for  tlio  reason  that  little  or  no  lumber  or  shingles 
have  been  or  are  likely  to  be  shipped  from  those  points,  and 
said  rates  are  made  equal  to  those  from  Fredericton  to  pre- 
serve the  symmetry  of  the  tarifi*  sheet. 
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The  answers  of  the  other  defendants  are  substantially  similar 
to  that  of  the  Canadian  Pacific  Railway  Company ;  but  that  of 
the  Maine  Central  contains  the  additional  averment  that  the 
low  rates  forced  upon  defendants  by  the  water  carriers  from 
Fredericton  are  not  remunerative  in  themselves,  but  by  meet- 
ing rates  and  holding  traffic  to  the  rail  which  would  otherwise 
seek  the  water  route,  a  large  amount  of  freight  is  secured  for 
inland  points  from  new  business  built  up  by  shippers,  the 
outgrowth  of  their  exclusive  patronage  of  the  rail  lines. 

At  the  hearing  for  the  purpose  of  taking  testimony,  the 
petitioners  claimed  that  under  the  readjustment  of  rates  since 
the  petition  was  brought,  the  shingle  rate  from  Fort  Fairfield, 
Stevens'  Siding  and  Hurd*s  Siding  was  still  unjust  and  unrea- 
sonable, and  in  comparison  witl\  the  rate  from  Fredericton 
subjected  them  to  unjust  discrimination ;  on  motion,  petition-  . 
ers  were  granted  leave  to  amend  the  complaint  accordingly. 

It  also  appeared  at  the  hearing  that  the  defendants  had, 
since  the  filing  of  their  answers,  reduced  the  rate  on  shingles 
from  Fredericton  from  20  cents  to  17^  cents  per  hundred 
pounds,  and  they  claim  that  the  reduction  was  rendered  nec- 
essary by  the  fact  that  water  carriers  from  Fredericton  were 
taking  a  considerable  portion  of  the  shingle  traffic  under  the 
20  cent  rate.     The  defendants  were  also  allowed  to  amend 

their  answers  herein. 

At  the  close  of  petitioners'  testimony,  counsel  for  one  of  the 

defendants  moved  to  dismiss  the  proceeding  on  the  ground 
that  it  appears  from  their  own  testimony  that  the  petitioners, 
being  merely  commission  merchants,  suffer  no  particular  dam- 
age, and  that  their  profits  do  not  depend  upon  the  rates,  except 
to  the  amount  of  about  one  dollar  per  car. 

The  petitioners,  who  are  lumber  merchants  in  the  city  of 
Boston,  sell  shingles  on  commission  for  manufacturers  at  Fort 
Fairfield  and  other  points  in  the  state  of  Maine,  and  in  order 
to  obtain  tlie  exclusive  right  to  sell  such  shingles  have  paid  to 
some  manufacturers  certain  amounts  of  money  in  advance  of 
sales.  This  course  appears  to  have  been  followed  by  other 
lumber  commission  merchants  in  Boston,  because,  in  order  to 
secure  the  business  of  one  of  the  manufacturers  of  Fort  Fair- 
field, the  petitioners  were  obliged  to  discharge  his  liability  to 
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a  rival  commission  firm  for  moneys  paid  in  advance  of  Bales 
on  his  account.  The  commission  which  petitioners  obtain  for 
selling  shingles  is,  according  to  agreement,  either  upon  the 
gross  amount  received  for  sales  or  upon  the  amount  remaining 
after  deducting  cost  of  transportation  and  other  items  of 
expense  which  may  attend  the  shipment  of  the  shingles  and 
delivery  in  Boston.  The  petitioners  also  appear  in  the  light 
of  shippers  from  Fort  Fairfield,  as  shown  by  a  schedule  of 
shipments  put  in  evidence. 

The  statute  provides  that  "  no  complaint  shall  at  any  time 
be  dismissed  because  of  the  absence  of  direct  damage  to  the 
complainant."  By  advances  of  money  to  the  shingle  makers 
at  Fort  Fairfield  they  have  substantial  interest  in  shingle 
manufacture  at  that  point ;  .besides,  while  a  reduction  of  rates 
may  not  materially  increase  their  commission  per  carload,  they 
have  interest  as  commission  merchants  in  whatever  eflfect  such 
reduction  may  have  upoTi  the  number  of  carloads  consigned  to 
them.  It  also  appears  that  some  shingles  in  carloads  have 
been  sent  by  them  as  shippers  from  Fort  Fairfield.  The  peti- 
tioners as  commission  merchants  may  be  indirectly  damaged 
by  the  freight  rates  in  this  case  if  found  unlawful,  and  as 
shippers  they  in  common  with  other  shippers  from  the  points 
in  question  have  direct  interest  in  such  rates.  The  motion  to 
dismiss  must  be  denied. 

The  facts  material  to  the  decision  of  this  case  are  as  follows: 

1.  Fort  Fairfield,  Stevens'  Siding  and  Kurd's  Siding,  all  in 
the  state  of  Maine,  are  situate  near  each  other  on  the  same 
line  of  railroad,  take  the  same  rate,  and  for  the  purposes  of 
of  this  report  may  be  considered  as  one.  Fort  Fairfield  is 
located  upon  the  Aroostook  branch  of  the  New  Brunswick 
Railway,  which  is  operated  under  lease  by  the  defendant,  the 
Canadian  Pacific  Railway  Company.  The  Aroostook  branch 
extends  from  Presque  Isle  83  miles  to  a  junction  with  the 
New  Brunswick  Railway  at  Aroostook,  K.  B.  Traffic  from 
Fort  Fairfield  destined  to  Boston  is  routed  from  Fort  Fairfield 
easterly  to  Aroostook,  seven  miles,  thence  southerly  via  Debec 
and  Mc'Adam  Junctions,  112  niilos  to  Vanceboro,  the  point  of 
junction  with  the  Maine  Central  Railroad,  in  all  a  distance  of 
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119  miles ;  thence  by  the  Maine  Central  Bailroad  to  Portland, 
251  miles,  and  bv  the  Boston  &  Maine  from  Portland  to  Bos- 
ton,  108  miles,  the  total  mileage  being  478  miles. 

It  appears  from  a  statement  pnt  in  evidence  by  the  defend- 
ants that  the  Aroostook  branch  does  not  yield  suflGlcient 
revenue  to  pay  operating  expenses  and  full  interest  on  fixed 
charges,  the  deficit  from  interest  account  for  the  year  ending 
June  30, 1891,  being  $12,195.31,  and  for  the  6  montiis  following 
$9,723.99.  While  this  branch  is  operated  at  a  loss  to  the 
Canadian  Pacific,  yet  according  to  the  testimony  of  one  of  its 
officers  and  its  principal  witness,  that  company  is  enabled  to 
continue  present  rates  from  points  on  the  branch  road  on 
account  of  the  traffic  which  that  road  gives  to  the  main  line ; 
in  other  words,  the  Aroostook  road  as  a  separate  line  does  not 
pay,  but  as  a  feeder  to  the  Canadian  Pacific  system  its  opera- 
tion is  not  unprofitable  to  that  Company. 

Shingle  shipments  constitute  29^  per  cent,  of  the  entire 
traffic  over  the  Aroostook  road,  and  only  4J  per  cent,  of  the 
whole  traffic  is  lumber,  it  being  cheaper  apparently  to  float 
logs  down  the  Aroostook  and  St.  John  Bivers  to  Fredericton 
or  beyond  than  to  saw  them  in  the  Aroostook  region  and  ship 
by  rail  at  even  the  comparatively  low  rates  on  lumber  now  in 
force.  The  other  traffic  consists  mainly  of  potatoes,  starch, 
hay,  bark  and  live  stock.  There  is  not  much  return  trafiic  to 
points  on  this  branch. 

The  manufacture  of  lumber  and  shingles  at  Fort  Fairfield 
and  other  points  on  the  Aroostook  branch  is  affected  by  and 
is  in  competition  with  the  manufacture  of  lumber  and  shingles 
at  Fredericton  and  other  points  on  the  St.  John  river.  Timber 
cut  on  the  Aroostook  can  be  fioated  down  that  river  to  its 
junction  with  the  St.  John  and  thence  to  any  point  on  that 
stream,  at  but  little  additional  expense  over  the  cost  of  logs 
at  Fort  Fairfield.  Logs  cut  on  the  upper  St.  John  are  also 
driven  down  to  Fredericton  and  other  St.  John  towns.  The 
points  on  the  Aroostook  branch  have  a  popidation  of  about 
11,000  inhabitants.  The  manufacture  of  shingles  has  been  an 
established  industry  at  those  points  for  a  considerable  number 
of  years. 
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2.  Fredericton  is  situate  on  the  St.  John  river,  in  the  pro- 
vince of  New  Brunswick,  Canada,  and  traffic  by  rail  therefrom 
to  Boston  is  routed  over  the  Fredericton  branch  of  the  New 
Brunswick  Railway  to  Fredericton  Junction,  22  miles,  thence 
easterly  by  the  New  Brunswick  road  to  Vanceboro,  45  miles, 
in  all  67  miles ;  and  from  Vanceboro,  the  route  to  Boston  is 
the  same  as  above  stated  for  traffic  from  Fort  Fairfield  making 
the  distance  from  Fredericton  to  Boston  426  miles.     The  dis- 
tance  from   Fort   Fairfield  to  Boston  is  therefore  52  miles 
greater  than  that  from  Fredericton  to  Boston,  and  such  diflfer- 
ence  arises  wholly  upon  lines  operated  by  the  Canadian  Pacific 
Railway  Company.     There  is  water  communication  between 
Fredericton  and  Boston,  but  what,  if  any,  vessels  run  regularly 
between  these  points  does  not  appear.     Not  much,  if  any, 
lumber  or  shingles  are  shipped  made  from  Tracey  or  Russia- 
gornish,  the  points  which  take  the  same  rates  as  those  from 
Fredericton. 

Fredericton  has  a  population  of  between  six  and  seven 
thousand,  and  there  is  no  place  of  much  consequence  between 
it  and  Vanceboro,  Me.  While  shingle  mills  have  been  in 
operation  at  Fredericton  for  some  years  it  did  not  become  an 
important  point  for  the  manufacture  of  that  article  until  a 
large  shingle  plant  was  established  there  about  five  years  ago. 

3.  The  defendants  are  parties  to  joint  traffic  iarrangements 
for  the  transportation  of  shingles  and  lumber  from  Fort  Fair- 
field, Fredericton  and  the  other  points  mentioned  in  the 
complaint  to  Boston  and  points  taking  Boston  rates.  The 
rates  now  in  force  on  shingles  in  carloads  from  Fort  Fairfield 
and  Fredericton  to  Boston  are  respectively  26^  and  17^^  cents 
per  hundred  pounds.  At  the  time  the  complaint  was  filed 
these  rates  were  31^  and  16}  cents  per  hundred  pounds.  Be- 
fore the  answers  were  filed  the  rates  were  changed  to  26^  cents 
from  Fort  Fairfield  and  20  cents  from  Fredericton,  but  between 
that  time  and  the  date  of  hearing  the  Fredericton  rate  was 
reduced  to  17^  cents,  because,  as  defendants  allege,  and  there 
is  no  evidence  to  the  contrary,  some  traffic  then  went  by  vessel 
from  Fredericton.  Five  small  schooners  were  loaded  with 
shingles  while  the  20  cent  rate  was  in  eflfect,  but  defendants 
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failed  to  show  where  the  water  shipments  were  destined  and 
complainants  did  show  that  they  were  not  carried  to  Boston. 
The  tonnage  of  vessels  which  can  reach  Fredericton  does  nofc 
appear.  It  is  asserted  in  the  testimony  that  buyers  and 
dealers  prefer  to  get  shingles  by  rail  because  they  can  keep  a 
better  assortment  of  different  grades  by  obtaining  their  supply 
in  small  carload  qnantities ;  but  if  the  shipments  are  by  the 
water  way  they  have  ordinarily  to  replenish  their  stock  by  the 
cargo. 

The  rates  to  Boston  on  lumber  from  Fort  Fairfield  and 
Fredericton  are,  respectively,  15^  and  14j^  cents  per  hundred 
pounds,  and  the  lumber  rate  from  Fort  Fairfield  is  now  1  cent 
less  than  at  the  time  the  complaint  was  filed.  Lumber  and 
shingles  are  usually  classified  alike  and  take  the  same  rates^ 
but  the  reason  for  the  difference  in  rates  from  Fort  Fairfield 
is  stated  in  the  first  finding,  Not  over  a  dozen  cars  of  lumber 
are  shipped  from  Fredericton  during  the  year,  most  of  the 
timber  being  floated  to  St.  John.  The  rail  rate  on  lumber  and 
shingles  from  St.  John  to  Boston,  44  miles  farther,  is  16f  cents 
per  hundred,  but  the  traffic  goes  by  water.  Since  the  26^  cent 
rate  on  shingles  from  Fort  Fairfield  went  into  effect  an  agent 
of  the  Canadian  Pacific  has  obtained  letters  from  shippers  on 
the  Aroostook  branch  expressing  themselves  satisfied  with 
that  rate. 

4.  For  the  year  ending  July  31,  1891,  there  were  shipped 
by  rail  from  Fredericton  284  cars  of  shingles,  and  during  the 
year  following  400  cars  were  shipped,  making  684  cars  for  the 
two  years.  For  the  same  period  about  2,000  carloads  were 
shipped  from  the  Aroostook  division,  and  541  of  these  were 
loaded  at  Fort  Fairfield.  Allowing  22,000  pounds  to  the  car- 
load and  200  pounds  to  the  thousand  shingles,  this  gives 
75,240,000  shingles  from  Fredericton,  and  220,000,000  from 
the  Aroostook,  of  which  59,510,000  were  sent  from  Fort  Fair-- 

field. 
The  following  rates  per  hundred  pounds  have  been  in  effect 

ou  shingles  in  carloads  from  Fort  Fairfield  to  Boston  from 

1883  to  the  present  time. 

1883  to  1887,  35  cents ;  1887  to  1889, 34  cents ;  1889  to  April 

21,  1892,  31i  cents;  April  21,  1892,  to  date,  26^  cents. 
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There  was  an  understanding  between  the  railroad  people 
and  the  parties  who  bnilt  the  one  important  mill  at  Fredericton 
about  5  years  ago  that  a  rate  of  16^  cents  per  hundred  pounds 
would  be  established  from  Fredericton  in  order  to  protect  it 
from  St.  John  competition.  This  was  done,  and  with  little 
variation  the  rate  has  been  maintained  ever  since,  it  now  being 
17^  cents.  This  rate  is  not  raised  during  the  season  of  closed 
navigation,  but  is  uniform  the  year  round. 

5.  Shingle  rates  from  Fort  Fairfield  and  Fredericton  to 
Boston  are  divided  between  the  carriers  as  follows : 

Fort  Fairfield  rate,  26^  cents  per  100  lbs.  Canadian  Pacific, 
119  miles,  40  per  cent.  The  balance,  60  per  cent,  is  appor- 
tioned between  the  other  line  on  the  basis  of  70  per  cent,  to 
the  Maine  Central,  251  miles,  and  30  per  cent,  to  the  Boston 
&  Maine  108  miles. 

Fredericton  rate,  17^  cents  per  100  lbs.  Canadian  Pacific,  68 
miles,  an  arbitrary  of  $5.00  per  car,  and  then  23  per  cent,  of 
the  remainder.  After  deducting  the  share  of  the  Canadian 
Pacific,  the  main  central  gets  69.9  per  cent,  and  the  Boston  & 
Maine  30.1  per  cent,  of  the  balance. 

These  divisions  do  not  bear  out  the  statement  of  a  witness 
for  the  Canadian  Pacific  tliat  that  company  gets  more  revenue 
out  of  the  rate  from  Fredericton  than  from  the  rate  from  points 
on  the  Aroostook  branch.  It  was  stated  by  the  witness  that 
this  was  on  account  of  the  S5.00  per  car  arbitrary  on  Freder- 
icton shipments  and  that  the  average  carload  of  shingles  from 
Fredericton  weighs  25,000  lbs.,  as  against  22,000  lbs.  per  car 
from  Fort  Fairfield ;  this  difference  in  weight  is  claimed  to 
exist  because  Fredericton  shingles  are  thinner  and  more  can 
be  loaded  in  a  car.  A  carload  from  Fort  Fairfield  of  22,000 
lbs.  at  26^  cents  amounts  to  S58.30  of  which  the  40  per  cent. 
share  of  the  Canadian  Pacific  is  823.32.  A  carload  from 
Fredericton  of  25,000  lbs.  at  17^^  cents  yields  a  total  revenue 
of  $43.75  out  of  which  the  $5.00  arbitrary  and  23  per  cent. 
share  of  the  Canadian  Pacific  is  S13.91.  These  divisions  and 
differing  carload  weights  do,  however,  produce  a  slightly  higher 
rate  per  car  per  mile  to  the  Canadian  Pacific  from  Fredericton 
(20.76  cents)  than  from  Fort  Fairfiehl  (19.00  cents.) 
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The  evidence  does  not  clearly  support  this  claim  of  heavier 
carloads  from  Fredericton.  It  is  difficult  to  understand  how 
one  carload  of  thin  shingles  can  weigh  much  more  than  a  oar- 
load  of  shingles  somewhat  thicker  in  size,  unless  the  shingles 
are  less  dry  or  there  is  a  difference  in  the  size  of  the  cars.  It  * 
was  not  contended  that  the  Fredericton  shingles  are  not  of 
standard  size,  though  admitted  to  be  somewhat  thinner  than 
the  Fort  Fairfield  article ;  or  that  they  are  shipped  in  a  wetter 
state ;  or  that  any  reason  exists  for  furnishing  larger  cars  ta 
Fredericton  shippers. 

Figuring  on  an  average  carload  of  22,000  lbs.  the  rate  of  17^  . 
cents  from  Fredericton  yields  a  gross  sum  per  car  of  $38.60» 
out  of  which  the  $5.00  arbitrary  and  23  per  cent,  of  the 
remainder  gives  the  Canadian  Pacific  for  the  haul  of  67  miles 
to  Yanceboro  $12.71,  or  33  per  cent,  of  the  rate,  and  1  cent 
and  7  mills  per  ton  per  mile ;  while  the  rate  from  Fort  Fair- 
field of  26^  cents  yields  that  Company,  from  its  40  per  cent. 
share,  a  rate  per  ton  per  mile  of  1  cent  7.8  mills  for  the  11& 
miles  to  Vanceboro. 

This  $5.00  per  car  arbitrary  allowed  to  the  Canadian  Pacific 
dates  back  to  the  time  when  the  Fredericton  Junction  Bailway, 
being  separately  operated,  received  that  sum  for  its  share  of 
the  service,  and  it  has  been  continued  ever  since. 

The  rate  per  car  (22,000  lbs.)  per  mile  which  the  Canadian 
Pacific  receives  under  present  rates  is  about  19^  cents  from 
Fort  Fairfield  and  19  cents  from  FredBricton. 

The  rate  per  car  per  mile  for  the  whole  distance  to  Boston 
is  about  9  cents  from  Fredericton  and  a  little  over  12  centa 
from  Fort  Fairfield. 

The  rate  per  ton  per  mile  produced  by  the  26J  cent  rate 
from  Fort  Fairfield  to  Boston  478  miles,  is  a  little  over  1  cent 
and  1  mill.  The  rate  per  ton  per  mile  from  Fredericton  to 
Boston,  426  miles,  rate  17^  cents,  is  about  8.2  mills. 

6.  A  considerable  portion  of  the  shingle  timber  used  ai 
Fredericton  is  floated  down  the  Aroostook,  but  much  of  it  is 
believed  to  come  from  the  upper  St.  John.  It  is  claimed  and 
not  disputed,  that  practically  no  shingles  are  made  at  Freder- 
icton from  Canadian  lumber.    Shingles  made  at  Fr^derictoft 
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from  American  timber  are  admitted  into  the  United  States  £re%. 
of  duty. 

The  average  value  of  cedar  shingles  of  all  grades  in  the 
Boston  market  is  about  $2.50  per  thousand,  or  from  $250  to 
$275  per  carload.  At  Fort  Fairfield  the  value  per  car  is  stated 
to  be  about  $70.00  less,  this  sum  representing  cost  of  shipping, 
transportation,  delivery,  selling  commissions,  and  similar  ex- 
penses. The  value  of  a  carload  of  shingles  at  Fredericton  is 
not  shown.  Assuming  milling  expenses  to  be  similar  at  Fort 
Fairfield  and  Fredericton  and  that  logs  at  the  place  of  cut  cost 
each  the  same,  the  greater  value  of  a  carload  at  Fredericton 
can  be  estimated  by  considering  the  diflference  in  rates  to 
Boston  in  favor  of  Fredericton  less  the  excess  cost  of  shingle 
timber  at  the  Fredericton  mills. 

The  following  unverified  statement  was  put  in  evidence  by 
the  defence  as  showing  the  cost  per  thousand  feet  of  Aroostook 
shingle  timber  in  the  mill  of  the  principal  shingle  manufact- 
urer at  Fredericton : 

Estimate  showing  cost  per  M.  of  logs  delivered  at  Phoenix 
Mills,  Fredericton,  N.  B.: 


Stumpage  oii  Cedar  Logs $2.50  per  M. 

Hauling  Logs  to  Bank  of  Stream  and  Kiver 6.50  ** 

Driving  Logs  to  Madawaska  Log  Driving  Co. 's  Limits...  1.00  " 

Tolls  Madawaska  Log  Driving  Co 19  ** 

L.  W.  Pond's  Sheer  Boom  Tolls 11  " 

Tolls  St.  John  River  Log  Driving  Co 35  ** 

Fredericton  Boom  Co.  Rafting  Charges 2.00  ** 

Freighting  from  Booms  to  Mill 42 


n 


Total $18.07 


it      n 


Complainants'  principal  shipper  testified  in  regard  to  the 
cost  of  shingle  logs  in  his  mill  at  Foii  Fairfield,  but  his  testi- 
mony was  somew^hat  indefinite  as  to  some  items  and  he  was 
subsequently  requested  by  the  Commission  to  supplement  it 
with  an  itemized  and  duly  verified  statement  of  such  cost. 
The  following  items  appear  in  the  statement  which  was  there- 
upon filed : 

Statement  showing  cost  of  1,000  feet  of  cedar  logs  at  H. 
Stevens  <fc  Co.*8  Mill : 
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• 

Stumpage— average  for  1892 $3.75  per  H. 

Scaling  in  Woods 08  **  ** 

Landing  Logs  on  Bank  of  Stream 6.50  *'  '* 

Driving  Logs  to  H.  Stevens  &  Co.'s  Mill 1.65  "  " 

L.  W  Pond,  Boom  Fees 10  "  " 

Rafting,  Sorting  and  other  necessary  Expenses  on  Logs 

atMill....^ 1.25  "  " 

Expense  of  Keeping  Boom,  Piers  and  Dam  in  Repair....     50  "  " 


Total $12.88 


((   (< 


In  the  latter  list  the  first  item  is  $2.75  for  ^^  Stumpage,  aver- 
age for  1892/*  and  the  second  is  8  cents  for  '^scaling  in  woods/' 
while  in  the  statement  of  the  Fredericton  shipper  the  cost  of 
stumpage  is  put  at  $2.50,  and  there  is  no  chaise  for  scaling. 
These  two  statements  were  made  out  at  different  times,  the 
first  in  August,  1892,  and  the  other  in  February,  1893,  and  it 
may  well  be  that  the  average  stumpage  cost  to  the  Fredericton 
shipper  for  1892  was  as  much  as  the  average  stated  by  the 
Fort  Fairfield  manufacturer.  The  last  item  in  the  latter  state- 
ment is  50  cents  per  thousand  for  "keeping  .boom,  piers  and 
dam  in  repair,"  but  no  item  in  the  Fredericton  shipper's  state- 
ment relates  to  such  expense.  The  difference  of  26  cents  in 
cost  of  stumpage  and  the  items  of  8  cents  for  scaling  and  50 
cents  for  repairs,  above  mentioned,  should  not  therefore  be 
considered  in  comparing  the  two  lists  with  a  view  of  arriving 
at  au  estimate  of  the  difference  in  the  cost  of  logs  in  the 
respective  mills.  With  those  charges  excluded  the  difference 
between  the  two  statements  is  $1.07  cents  per  thousand  in  favor 
of  Fort  Fairfield.  It  does  appear,  however,  and  it  should  be 
noted,  that  the  river  current  at  Fort  Fairfield  is  much  swifter 
than  at  Fredericton  and  that  it  is  more  difiicult  to  handle  logs 
and  booms  in  the  Aroostook  region  than  at  the  latter  point :  that 
the  Fort  Fairfield  shipper  maintains  from  16  to  20  piers  in  the 
river  and  also  a  boom  every  year,  and  he  distinctly  testifies 
that  the  expense  of  handling  logs  at  that  point  is  as  much  as 
the  boom  charge  at  Fredericton,  taking  all  the  expenses  into 
account.  Estimating  the  difference  in  cost  of  logs  in  the  mills 
at  the  two  places  at  $1.00  per  thousand  feet  in  favor  of  Fort 
Fairfield,  and  as  one  thousand  feet  of  timber  will  make  an 
average  of  ten  thousand  shingles,  each  thousand  being  esti- 
mated to  weigh  200  pounds,  this  gives  Fort  Fairfield  the 
advantage  in  cost  of  about  5  cents  per  hundred  pounds.    But 
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on  the  other  hand,  Frcdericton  has  an  advantage  in  rates  of  9 
cents  per  hundred,  and  therefore,  this  estimate  would  give  it 
a  net  benefit  in  the  matter  of  cost  and  rates  of  4  cents  per 
hundred  pounds,  8  cents  per  thousand  shingles,  and  (reckoning 
22,000  lbs.  to  a  car)  $8.80  per  carload. 

CONCLUSIONS. 

The  important  question  presented  for  decision  is  whether 
rates  charged  by  defendants  for  the  transportation  of  shingles 
give  undue  preference  or  advantage  to  Fredericton,  or  subject 
Fort  Fairfield  to  undue  prejudice  or  disadvantage  in  its  com- 
petition with  Fredericton  in  the  shingle  industry,  the  shipment 
of  that  commodity,  and  its  sale  in  the  Boston  market. 

Fort  Faii'field  is  more  advantageously  located  than  Freder- 
icton with  reference  to  the  place  where  the  timber  is  cut  and 
the  cost  of  driving  logs  to  and  getting  them  into  the  mills.  On 
the  other  hand,  Fredericton  is  more  favorably  situated  as  to 
facilities  for  the  transportation  of  the  manufactured  alrticle  to 
the  markets,  for  it  is  somewhat  nearer  in  point  of  distance,  and 
being  located  on  the  banks  of  a  navigable  stream,  it  can 
apparently,  if  pressed  by  high  rail  rates,  send  its  traffic  by 
vessel  to  market  ports.  We  say  that  water  transportation  for 
shingle  traffic  apparently  threatens  the  defendants  at  Freder- 
icton, for  the  testimony  does  not  present  facts  pertinent  to 
this  question  sufficient  to  form  the  basis  of  a  positive  opinion. 
We  only  know  by  the  proof  that  a  river  runs  past  Fredericton 
to  the  sea,  and  that  five  small  schooners  were  loaded  with 
shingles  during  the  short  time  after  this  complaint  that  a  20 
cent  rate  was  in  eftect  on  that  commodity  to  Boston,  and  that 
they  did  not  ^o  to  Boston.  Where  did  those  schooners  go? 
Why  was  no  Fredericton  shipper  called  to  testify  in  this  case? 
Why  is  it  that  defendants  failed  to  show  the  shipment  of  a 
single  cargo  of  sli ingles  from  Fredericton  to  Boston  or  any 
other  named  point  at  any  time?  What  draft  vessels  can  nav- 
i<:^ate  loaded  from  Fredericton,  and  what  is  the  depth  of  the 
channel  at  different  states  of  the  tide?  Is  the  statement 
incontrovertible  which  we  find  undisputed  in  this  case  that 
buyers  and  dealers  prefer  their  shingles  to  come  by  rail  be- 
cause of  quick  transit,  smaller  shipments,  and  ability  to  keep 
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greater  assortment  of  different  grades  within  the  compass  of  a 
smaller  stock  than  would  be  necessary  if  they  received  them 
by  sea ;  and  if  true,  is  such  preference  strong  enough  to  induce 
the  great  majority  of  consignees  to  pay  a  considerably  higher 
rate  of  freight?  Were  those  schooner  loadings  at  a  critical 
time  after  all  nothing  but  a  sharp  practice  of  the  Fredericton 
shingle  shipper  to  induce  a  return  to  the  old  and  favorable 
Fredericton  rate  ?  Indeed,  for  anything  we  know  to  the  con- 
trary, these  schooners  might  have  been  destined  no  farther 
than  St.  John.  Though  answers  to  these  interrogatories  are 
material  to  a  solution  of  the  question  "  whether  water  compe- 
tition of  controlling  force  in  respect  to  traffic  important  in 
amount"  exists  for  shingle  transportation  from  Fredericton, 
they  are  not  answered  by  the  evidence. 

When  water  competition  is  alleged  to  justify  rates  in  any 
case  under  the  statute,  the  carrier  must  affirmatively  show  by 
proof  which  has  more  than  the  effect  of  presumption  and 
which  clearly  establishes  that  such  competition  is  a  controlling 
factor  in  the  transportation  of  traffic  important  in  amount  from 
the  point  in  question. 

Defendants*  principal  witness  testified  that  the  reason  for 
making  the  16^  cent  Fredericton  rate,  when  the  one  important 
mill  was  built  there,  was  to  protect  Fredericton  from  the  com- 
petition of  St.  John,  located  on  the  coast,  44  miles  from 
Fredericton,  and  the  eastern  terminus  of  the  Canadian  Pacific 
line.  At  the  time  this  complaint  was  brought  the  rail  rate  on 
shingles  from  St.  John  was  16f  cents,  and  that  rate  was  also 
in  force  at  Fredericton.  That  charge  was  and  is  insufficient 
to  hold  any  shingles  to  the  rail  hne  at  St.  John,  but  at  Fred- 
ericton it  was  controlling,  and  under  that  rate  the  roads  took 
the  traffic.  Water  transportation  being  a  controlling  and  even 
a  monopolizing  competitor  for  shingle  carriage  from  St,  John, 
and  Fredericton  being  situate  but  a  short  distance  from  St 
John  and  upon  a  river  which  is  claimed  to  be  open  from  Fred- 
ericton to  navigation  by  sea  going  yessels,  why  is  it  that  the 
rail  rate  which  cannot  secure  from  the  water  carriers  any 
traffic  from  St.  John,  can  have  such  overpowering  effect  at 
the  near  by  town  of  Fredericton,  as  to  hold  traffic  from  tjiat 
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point  to  the  rail  line?  The  evidence  does  not  answer  this 
question.  Moreover,  the  16f  cent  rate  at  Fredericton  has, 
since  this  complaint  was  brought,  been  voluntarily  increased 
by  defendants  to  17^  cents  per  hundred  pounds,  without 
apparent  effect  upon  the  volume  of  rail  traffic  from  that  place. 

Although  water  competition  may  threaten  rail  carriage  from 
Fredericton,  the  case,  in  our  opinion,  presents  a  broader 
standard  of  rate  adjustment  than  that  of  possible  water  trans- 
portation from  that  point,  and  this  is  that  which  defendants 
themselves  employ  in  fixing  and  maintaining  the  charge  from 
Fredericton.  We  think  that  the  facility  with  which  Maine 
logs  can  be  driven  down  the  rivers  to  St.  John,  at  comparatively 
slight  additional  cost  above  such  cost  to  Fredericton,  and  the 
fact  that  water  competition  at  St.  John  is  so  influential  as  to 
debar  the  roads  from  obtaining  any  shingle  or  lumber  traffic 
at  that  point,  are  really  the  controlling  reasons  for  the  low 
Fredericton  rate.  The  interests  of  Fredericton  were  identical 
with  the  interests  of  the  carriers  themselves,  for,  if  putting 
the  nominal  St.  John  rate  in  force  from  Fredericton  woidd 
enable  the  manufacturers  at  that  point  to  profitably  saw 
shingles  and  ship  them  over  the  more  convenient  and  prefer- 
able rail  route,  it  was  not  only  good  business  policy  on  the 
part  of  the  carriers,  but  a  proper  recognition  of  the  shingle 
interests  of  Fredericton  to  establish  a  low  but  profitable  rate 
at  that  point  and  "protect  it  from  the  competition  of  St.  John." 

Foi-t  Fairfield  shingle  makers  are  likewise  affected  by  the 
cheap  log-drive,  and  arc  also  active  competitors  of  Fredericton 
and  St.  J  olin  sawyers  for  the  sale  of  shingles  in  the  large  Bos- 
ton market.  Aroostook  river  shingle  timber  is  driven  down 
that  stream  past  Fort  Fairfield  and  thence  down  the  St.  John 
river  past  Fredericton  to  St.  John  and  the  sea.  The  same 
carrier  serves  St.  John,  Fredericton  and  Fort  Fairfield,  and  if 
Fredericton  is  entitled  to  protection  in  its  competition  with 
St.  John,  then  Fort  Fairfield  has  also  the  right  to  demand, 
and  the  carriers  have  equal  advantage  in  affording  to  that 
point,  reasonable  protection  in  its  competition  with  Frederic- 
ton and  St.  Joliii. 

The  dofi'udants  contend  that  the  difference  in  rates  is  nothing 
more  than  the  difference  in  cost  of  timber  in  the  mills.     !Even 
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if  tlie  evidence  fully  sustained  that  contention,  it  would  not 
be  a  justification  for  the  disparity  in  rates.  Each  locality  ia 
entitled  to  haye  and  retain  as  against  all  other  localitieB  the 
benefits  which  naturally  accrue  to  it  by  reason  of  its  advanta- 
geous location.  JSau  Claire  Board  of  Trade  v.  Chicago  M.  db 
St.  P.  R  Co.  4  Inters.  Com.  Eep.  65,  5 1.  C.  C.  Eep.  264;  Jtftnw 
apolis  Chamber  of  Commerce  v.  Oreat  Northern  H.  Co,  4  Inters. 
Com.  Rep.  230, 5  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  — .  This  principle  was  surpris- 
ingly well  expressed  by  a  Fort  Fairfield  shingle  manufacturer 
while  testifying  in  this  case.  In  answer  to  a  question  of 
defendants'  counsel  during  cross-examination,  he  said:  '*  I  can't 
see,  if  the  Fredericton  lumber  costs  5  cents  more  a  thousand, 
why  you  should  charge  me  that  extra  5  cents."  The  higher 
rate  from  Fort  Fairfield  must  be  justified  on  some  other 
ground  than  that  of  greater  cost  of  productioQi  at  Fredericton 
or  be  reduced.  Fort  Fairfield,  Fredericton  and  St.  John  are 
competing  points ;  the  Fredericton  rate  is  fixed,  not  by  relative 
cost  of  production,  but  with  respect  to  the  traffic  conditions 
which  prevail  at  St.  John;  and,  according  to  its  situation, 
Fort  Fairfield  rates  should  be  made  with  like  reference. 
Keeping  these  main  points  in  view,  what,  under  all  the  cir- 
cumstances, is  a  relatively  fair  and  reasonable  rate  from  the 
latter  point  ? 

Fort  Fairfield  is  located  on  a  branch  line  of  one  division  of 
the  Canadian  Pacific  System,  Fredericton  is  located  on  a 
branch  line  of  a  different  division  of  that  system.  The  two 
di\asions  join  at  McAdam  Junction,  a  few  miles  from  Yance- 
boro,  where  the  Maine  Central  connects  and  takes  the  traffic; 
the  distance  of  Fort  Fairfield  from  Vanceboro  is  119  miles, 
while  that  of  Fredericton  from  Vanceboro  is  67  miles.  TUere 
is  uo  definite  proof  in  this  case  that  it  costs  materially  more 
j)er  tulle  to  operate  the  Vanceboro-Fort  Fairfield  line  than  to 
operate  that  which  reaches  Fredericton.  We  are  asked  to 
infer  such  greater  cost  from  the  interior  situation  of  Fort 
Fairfield  and  the  fact  that  the  short  Aroostook  branch  road 
does  not  pay  full  interest  on  its  bonded  indebtedness.  There 
is  no  testimony  showing  the  financial  condition  of  the  line 
through  Vanceboro  to  St.  John  and  that  of  the  Fredericton 
branch,  or  that  of  the  line  running  north  from  Vanceboro  with 
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which  the  Aroostook  branch  connects  at  Aroostook  Junction ; 
nor  is  there  any  testimony  showing  the  character  of  grades  or 
material  variation  in  expense  of  operation.  The  Canadian 
Pacific  does  not  make  separate  annual  reports  to  this  Commis- 
sion for  these  different  branches  or  divisions.  A  departure 
from  equal  mileage  rates  on  different  branches  or  divisions  of 
a  road  is  not  conclusive  that  such  rates  are  unlawful,  but  the 
burden  is  on  the  company  making  such  departure  to  show  its 
rates  to  be  reasonable  when  disputed.  Logan  v.  Chicago  & 
N.  W,R.  Co.  2  Inters.  Com.  Eep.  431,  2  I.  C.  C.  Kep.  604. 

The  answer  of  the  Maine  Central  avers  that  the  Fredericton 
rate  is  not  remunerative  in  itself,  but  that  it  does  afford  some 
profit  above  cost  to  the  carriers  by  holding  not  only  shingle 
but  other  traffic  to  the  rail  lines  which  would  otherwise  be 
encouraged  to  seek  carriage  by  water ;  and  that  a  large  amount 
of  freight  is  secured  from  new  business  built  up  by  shippers, 
the  outgrowth  of  their  exclusive  patronage  of  the  rail  lines. 
If  this  portion  of  the  answer  was  directed  to  the  16f  cent 
shingle  rate  in  force  when  complaint  was  made,  the  defendants 
have  added  to  their  profits  by  the  advance  of  |  of  a  cent  above 
that  rate;  besides,  we  have  seen  that  they  have  a  nominal 
rate  of  1 6 J  cents  in  effect  for  44  miles  longer  haul  from  St.  John, 
and  while  they  do  not  get  business  under  that  rate,  they 
advertise  that  charge  to  the  public  as  a  rate  for  which  they 
are  willing  to  take  shingles  from  St.  John.  In  the  absence  of 
proof  to  the  contrary  we  must  accept  the  averment  that  the 
rate  from  Fredericton  is  profitable,  if  not  in  itself,  then  as  a 
factor  in  developing  business  at  and  traffic  to  and  from  that 
point. 

Shingles  are  low  grade  freight.  The  rate  from  Fredericton 
yields  a  through  rate  per  ton  per  mile  to  Boston  of  8.2  mills, 
and  under  the  divisions  between  the  carriers,  a  rate  per  ton 
per  mile  to  the  Canadian  Pacific  of  1  cent  and  7  mills;  that  is 
to  say,  for  67  miles  haul  this  company  gets  more  than  double 
the  rate  per  ton  per  mile  produced  by  the  through  rate  tor  the 
whole  distance.  It  is  further  observed  that  after  deducting 
its  share  of  the  Fredericton  charge,  which  the  findings  show 
amounts  to  about  one  third  of  the  whole  charge,  the  other  two 
roads  divide  the  balance  in  the  proportion  of  70  per  cent,  to 
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the  Maine  Central  for  251  miles  and  30  per  cent,  to  the  Boston 
&  Maine  for  108  miles,  and  a  slight  calculation  will  demon- 
strate that  this  division  is  strictly  upon  a  mileage  basis,  for  70 
per  cent,  of  the  added  mileage  is  almost  exactly  251  miles,  and 
30  per  cent,  is  then  of  course  very  nearly  108  miles. 

Taking  now  the  Fort  Fairfield  rate  we  find  that  the  through 
rate  per  ton  per  mile  to  Boston  is  1  cent  and  1  mill;  and  that 
under  the  divisions  between  the  carriers,  the  Canadian  Pacific 
gets  1  cent  and  7.8  mills  per  ton  per  mile  for  its  distance  of 
119  miles.  This  is  8  tenths  of  a  mill  more  per  t-on  per  mile 
than  it  gets  out  of  the  Fredericton  rate  for  67  miles.  The 
percentage  share  of  this  road  out  of  the  total  chargers  40  per 
cent.,  the  other  roads  dividing  the  remaining  60  per  cent,  upon 
the  mileage  basis  shown  above.  This  analysis  of  the  rates  per 
ton  per  mile  and  divisions  between  the  carriers  shows  that  if 
the  through  rate  fi*om  Fredericton  is  not  particularly  profitable, 
it  is,  nevertheless,  under  the  basis  of  division,  much  more 
profitable  to  the  Canadian  Pacific  than  to  its  connecting  roads, 
and  that  the  basis  on  which  both  the  Fort  Fairfield  and  Fred* 
ericton  rates  is  divided  between  the  carriers  is  by  arbitrary 
(either  fixed  or  percentage)  deduction  of  the  Canadian  Pacific 
share,  and  a  pro-rating  of  the  balance  on  a  mileage  basis;  so 
that  from  Fort  Fairfield  that  company  for  25  per  cent,  or  one 
fourth  of  the  distance  gets  40  per  cent,  or  two  fifths  of  the  rate, 
aud  from  Fredericton  for  about  16  per  cent,  or  not  quite 
one  sixth  of  the  distance  it  gets  33  per  cent,  or  about  one  third 
of  the  rate. 

The  apportionment  of  a  rate  to  different  parts  of  a  through 
line  does  not  determine  the  charge  to  the  public,  but  it  may 
be  significant  on  the  question  of  a  reasonable  rate  for  the 
whole  distance.  Brady  v.  Pennsylvania  JR.  Co,  2  Inters.  Com. 
Rep.  78,  2  I.  C.  C.  Rop.  131.  When  the  reasonableness  or  the 
relative  reasonableness  of  charges  is  challenged  every  material 
consideration  which  enters  into  the  making  of  such  charges  is 
pertinent  to  the  inquiry. 

From  what  has  been  said  it  is  apparent  that  the  Canadian 
Pacific  receives  an  extremely  liberal  share  of  either  throogh 
rate  as  compared  with  those  accepted  by  the  other  carriers ; 
and  it  is  also  clear  that  any  reduction  which  may  be  ordered 
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need  not  be  chiefly  borne  by  the  other  roads ;  but  how  such 
reduction  should  be  accomplished  is  matter  for  the  carriers  to 
determine  among  themselves.  Boston  Fndt  cfe  Produce  Exch, 
V.  Pennsylvania  R,  Co.  3  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  604,  5  L  C.  C.  Rep. 
7;  Georgia  Railroad  Corn,  v,  Clyde  SS.  Co,  4  Inters.  Com. 
Rep.  120,  5  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  324.  This  brings  us  to  a  statement 
in  the  answers  of  the  defendants  that  if  any  reduction  of  the 
Fort  Fairfield  rate  should  be  required  the  Canadian  Pacific 
would  be  forced  to  take  shipments  of  shingles  from  points  on 
the  Aroostook  branch  only  at  local  rates.  That  company  may 
do  this,  but  if  the  shipment  or  carriage  is  still  continuous 
from  Fort  Fairfield  to  Boston,  the  mere  circumstance  that  it 
insists  on  its  local  rate  for  its  share  of  the  through  charge  will 
not  avail  if  the  total  charge  is  unreasonable.  Georgia  Railroad 
Com,  V.  Clyde  SS,  Co,  impra.  And  whether  such  action  would 
operate  to  give  undue  preference  to  other  points  from  which 
it  is  a  party  to  lower  through  rates  or  to  an  arrangement  for 
continuous  carriage  or  shipment  is  a  matter  to  which  it  would 
doubtless  feel  obliged  to  give  due  consideration. 

The  essential  question  here  is  one  of  relatively  reasonable 
rates ;  not  whether  either  rate  is  reasonable  in  itself.  It  is  the 
effect  of  the  carriers'  action  at  one  point  upon  the  legitimate 
business  prosperity  of  another  point,  which  is  the  vital  point 
in  this  controversy.  If  the  present  Fredericton  rate  does  not 
actually  result  in  profit,  the  carriers  should  not  seek  to  control 
or  stimulate  traffic  from  that  point  by  making  the  rate  so  low ; 
and  if  they  carry  for  unusually  small  compensation  from  that 
place  they  do  so  under  the  plain  injunction  of  the  law  that 
their  action  must  not  inflict  undue  prejudiciD  or  disadvantage 
upon  other  communities  or  persons.  When  a  carrier  engages 
in  transportation  for  which,  by  reason  of  competitive  condi- 
tions or  for  purposes  of  its  own,  it  receives  less  rates  from 
some  patrons  and  at  some  localities,  it  accepts  the  legal  obli- 
gations to  give  impartial  service  to  other  patrons  and  at  other 
localities  that  sustain  similar  relations  to  the  traffic.  Manu- 
facturers cfc  Jobbers  Union  v.  Minneapolis  <J&  St,  L,  R,  Co.  3 
Inters.  Com.  Ilep.  115,  4  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  79. 

Ap])lying  this  princi])le  to  the  situation  here  and  considering 
that  the  controlling  influence  upon  traffic  in  this  case  is  shingle 
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manufacture  at  and  water  competition  from  St.  John,  and  tliat 
the  effect  of  such  competition  at  Fort  Fairfield  is  only  less  in 
degree  than  at  Fredericton,  we  must  hold  that  a  rate  from 
Fort  Fairfield,  on  such  low  grade  freight  as  shingles,  which  is 
50  per  cent,  higher  than  the  rate  in  force  on  that  commodity 
from  Fredericton,  is  not  justified  by  the  mere  fact  that  Fort 
Fairfield  is  located  62  miles  farther  than  Fredericton  from  the 
market  and  upon  a  branch  road  unremuneratiye  as  a  separate 
line.  That  road  is  short  in  length  and  its  operation  is  not 
unprofitable  to  the  main  line ;  it  is  regarded  and  worked  as  a 
''  feeder"  to  the  Canadian  Pacific  system. 

While  it  is  evident  that  Fort  Fairfield  is  entitled  to  some 
reduction  from  the  present  rate  of  26^  cents,  just  how  much 
the  rate  should  be  reduced  is  difficult  to  determine.  It  might 
with  some  reason  be  held  that  a  rate  per  ton  per  mile  of  8.2 
mills  produced  by  the  Fredericton  rate  of  17^  cents,  though 
not  very  profitable  from  that  point  for  the  distance  of  426 
miles  to  the  market,  is  a  sufficient  rate  per  ton  per  mile  for  the 
distance  of  478  miles  from  a  competing  locality  in  the  same 
territory  to  the  same  market ;  the  rate  per  ton  per  mile  rule 
being  that  while  the  aggregate  charge  should  increase  with 
distance  the  rate  per  ton  per  mile  should  decrease ;  but  upon 
all  the  facts  we  believe  that  the  proper  relation  of  these  rates 
is  indicated  by  the  defendants'  own  action  soon  after  this  pro- 
ceeding was  instituted.  Immediately  after  the  complaint  was 
filed  they  reduced  the  Fort  Fairfield  rate  to  26^  cents  and 
raised  the  Fredericton  rate  to  20  cents,  and  they  alleged  as  a 
reason  for  subsequently  lowering  the  latter  rate  to  17^  cents 
that  the  traflSc  from  Fredericton  began  to  go  by  water.  While 
the  evidence  is  not  sufficient  upon  this  point  we  do  not  question 
that  uuder  the  20  cent  rate  soine  traffic  went  somewhere  by  eea; 
but  we  have  seen  that  Fort  Fairfield  occupies  a  definite  rela- 
tion to  the  Fredericton  shingle  industry  and  to  St.  John  water 
competition  by  reason  of  the  facility  of  driving  shingle  logs 
down  the  river  to  the  coast,  and  we  think  an  adjustment  whidh 
the  defendants  voluntarily  established  and  attempted  to  con- 
tinue cannot  be  unfair  to  them  and  should  be  enforced  by 
transferring  the  2^  cent  reduction  to  Fort  Fairfield,  unless 
they  prefer  again  to  put  in  the  20  cent  rate  at  Fredericton ;  for 
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it  is  the  relation  of  rates  which  constitutes  the  question  in  this 
case,  and  defendants  can  at  their  option  make  that  relation 
reasonable  by  raising  the  latter  or  lowering  the  former  rate, 
provided  neither  rate  is  made  unreasonable  in  itself.  This,  on 
the  basis  of  22,000  lbs.  to  the  car-load,  will  amount  to  a  diflFer- 
ence  of  S5.50  per  car. 

Our  reason  for  not  comparing  lumber  rates  with   shingle 
charges  in  this  case  will  appear  from  the  following  statement 
of  the  conditions  which  govern  lumber  transportation  from  the 
points  in  question.     Notwithstanding  lumber  rates  are  as  low 
as  15^^  cents  from   Fort  Fairfield,  and   correspondingly  low 
from  other   Aroostook  branch  points,  shipments  of  lumber 
over  that  branch  do  not  constitute  more  than  4J  per  cent,  of 
its  traffic,  and  at  Fredericton,  where  the  rate  is  only  a  cent 
lower,  not  over  a  dozen  cars  a  year  go  by  rail.     The  obvious 
conclusion  is  that  the  tendency  of  the  timber  traffic  to  seek 
the  cheap  means  of  the  log  drive  to  the  coast,  and  thence  by 
sea,  either  in  the  form  of  log  or  sawed  into  lumber,  cannot  be 
overcome  by  any  rates  the  railroads  can  afford  to  make.     Yet, 
despite  this  natural  tendency,  the  evidence  shows  that  under 
the  relatively  favorable  rate  from  Aroostook  points  consider- 
able lumber  does  go  by  rail,  and  that  practically   none    is 
shipped  from  Fredericton,  and  this  is  a  clear  indication   of 
recognition  on  the  part  of  the  rail  carrier  of  the  favorable 
situation  of  Aroostook  branch  points  in  respect  of  distance 
from  the  timber  cut  and  cost  of  logs  in  the  mills ;  and  further 
of  the  controlling  force  of  the  log  drive  upon  lumber  traffic 
and  rates.     The  river  drive  operates  with  stronger  force  upon 
the  lumber  than  upon  the  shingle  trade.     Why  this  is  so  the 
testimony  does  not  show,  though  various  reasons  deducible 
from  general  knowledge  might  be  stated ;   but  it  is  idle  to 
speculate  as  to  the  cause  when  the  fact  itself  is  sufficient  for 
the  purpose  in  view.   The  lumber  rates  have  not  been  regarded 
as  a  standard  by  which  to  judge  of  the  legality  of  shingle  rates 
in  this  case,  because  it  is  shown  that  the  river  drive  has 
materially  different  effect  upon  the  manufacture  and  shipment 
of  tlie  two  articles. 

Before  concluding  this  report  we  desire  to  say  that  the  fact 
of  Aroostook  shingle  shipments  being  considerable,  under  rates 
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in  force  for  the  last  two  years,  is  not  a  sufficient  answer  to  the 
charge  of  undue  disadvantage  which  we  find  sustained ;  nor 
is  such  answer  strengthened  by  the  further  fact  that  several 
shippers  on  the  Aroostook  have,  willingly  or  otherwise,  ex- 
pressed themselves  satisfied  with  present  rates.  Whether 
Aroostook  shingle  men  have  been  prospering  under  adverse 
rates,  or  whether  some  of  them  are  content  with  present  rates, 
does  not  determine  the  main  question.  The  aim  of  this  report 
is  not  to  ascertain  the  measure  of  their  prosperity,  or  how 
high  rates  their  industries  will  stand ;  its  purpose  is  to  deter- 
mine their  rights. 

There  are  some  other  facts  which  ought  to  be  noticed.  The 
timber  from  which  shingles  are  made  both  at  Fort  Fairfield 
and  Fredericton  is  grown  in  the  state  of  Maine.  No  Canadian 
timber  of  any  consequence  is  sawed  at  Fredericton.  The 
shiugle  industry  has  greatly  developed  at  this  point  since  the 
year  1887,  and  one  rate  has,  with  little  variation,  been  in  effect 
from  that  point  during  all  that  time.  It  was  originally  16^ 
cents ;  when  this  complaint  was  brought  it  was  16f  cents,  and 
now  it  is  17^  cents.  At  Fort  Fairfield  the  rate  from  1887  to 
1889  was  34  cents ;  from  1889  to  April,  1892,  it  was  31^  centft; 
and  following  the  institution  of  this  proceeding  it  was  made 
and  now  is  26^  cents.  During  the  year  ending  July  31,  1891, 
Fredericton  shipped  284  cars;  and  the  year  following  its 
shiugle  shipments  increased  to  400  cars,  a  total  of  684  cars  for 
the  two  years.  The  hardship  entailed  upon  Aroostook  river 
points  was  so  manifest  that  the  defendants  themselves,  at  the 
time  of  complaint,  saw  the  necessity  of  a  large  reduction  of 
the  31^  cent  rate ;  and  while  that  reduction  was,  as  defen- 
dants' contend,  a  voluntary  concession,  yet,  having  followed 
shortly  after  the  complaint,  it  can  be  regarded  in  no  other 
light  than  as  a  concession  which  Fort  Fairfield  and  other 
Aroostook  points  were  entitled  to  as  a  matter  of  right.  The 
])resent  diflference  in  rates  of  9  cents  a  hundred  against  Fort 
Fairfield,  amounting  on,  say  250  cars  a  year,  to  nearly  $5,000, 
it  seems  to  us  is  unduly  prejudicial  to  that  point  in  favor  of 
Fredericton,  and  a  difference  that  would  be  nearly,  if  not 
quite,  unbearable  if  it  were  not  for  the  less  cost  ot  logs  in  the 
mills.    The  reduction  to  be  ordered  will  reduce  this  amount 
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by  about  $1,400.  Whether  this  is  all  Fort  Fairfield  is  entitled 
to  we  have  some  doubt ;  but  considering  the  character  of  the 
lines,  the  sparsely  populated  country  through  which  they  pass, 
and  the  fact  that  neither  of  the  present  rates  can  be  considered 
unreasonable  in  itself,  that  amount  of  reduction  is  as  much 
as  we  feel  called  upon  to  require. 

The  claim  for  reparation  in  this  case  was  for  a  refund  of  the 
excess  over  reasonable  charges  collected  by  defendants  subse- 
quent to  complaint.  The  substantial  reduction  announced  by 
the  carriers  soon  after  the  proceeding  was  instituted  was 
intended  by  them  to  satisfy  the  complaint,  and  we  are  not 
satisfied,  because  that  reduction  as  finally  fixed  was  acciden- 
tally insufficient,  that  the  order  for  further  reduction  should 
have  retroactive  effect.  The  claim  for  reparation  must  be 
denied. 

The  substance  of  the  order  based  upon  the  conclusions 
herein  stated  will  be  that  defendants  cease  and  desist  from 
charging  or  receiving  for  the  transportation  of  shingles  in  car- 
loads from  Fair  Fairfield,  Stevens'  Siding,  and  Kurd's  Siding 
in  the  State  of  Maine  to  Boston  in  the  State  of  Massachusetts 
and  points  taking  Boston  rates,  any  greater  aggregate  rate  per 
hundred  pounds  than  is  found  and  obtained  by  adding  6J 
cents  per  hundred  pounds  to  the  rates  contemporaneously  in 
force  over  their  roads  for  the  transportation  of  shingles  in  car- 
loads from  Fredericton,  in  the  Province  of  New  Brunswick 
and  Dominion  of  Canada,  to  Boston  and  the  Boston  rate 
points  aforesaid. 
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JOHN  W.  S.  BRADY  AND  GEORGE  T.  PARKHURST, 
Pabtners,  Tbadino  undeb  the  Fibm  Name  of  J.  PARE- 
HURST  &  CO.,  V.  THE  PENNSYLVANIA  RAILROAB 
COMPANY,  THE  PENNSYLVANIA  COMPANY,  THE 
PITTSBURGH,  CINCINNATI  &  ST.  LOUIS  RAIL- 
WAY COMPANY. 

AND 

JOHN  HENRY  NICOLAI,  Tbading  as  "EAGLE  OIL 
WORKS,"  F.  THE  PENNSYLVANIA  RAILROAD 
COMPANY,  THE  PENNSYLVANIA  COMPANY,  AND 
THE  PITTSBURGH,  CINCINNATI  A  ST.  LOUIS 
RAILWAY  COMPANY. 


Application  by  defendants  for  Rehearing. 


James  A.  Logan,  for  Defendants,  in  support  of  applioatiozi. 
John  Henby  Keene,  for  Complainants,  in  opposition  iheretow 

MEMOBANDUM. 

By  the  Commission  : 

The  original  complaints  and  answers  in  these  oases  presented 
one  and  the  same  question  substantially,  and  thej  were,  hj 
consent  of  parties,  tried  together.  The  complaints  were  filed 
November  28,  1887,  and  alleged  that  between  April  27  and 
September  1,  1887,  the  defendants  charged  complainants  60 
cents  per  barrel  of  45  gallons  of  oil  shipped  from  Washington, 
in  Washington  county,  Pennsylvania,  by  way  of  Pittsburgh,  to 
Baltimore,  Maryland,  and  that  the  said  chaise  of  60  cents  was 
unjust  and  unreasonable  to  the  extent  of  10  cents  per  barrel. 

Complainants  further  aUeged  that  at  the  time  said  alleged 
excessive  charge  of  50  cents  was  being  made  by  defendants 
they  were  (and,  as  the  proof  shows,  one  of  them,  the  Pennsyl- 
vania Kailroad  Company,  was)  carrying  oil  to  Baltimore  from 
Bradford,  Clarendon,  and  points  in  the  Bradford  oil  field, 
about  the  same  distance  from  Baltimore  as  the  Washington  oil 
field,  at  40  cents  per  barrel  of  45  gallons,  and  that  this  differ- 
ence of  10  cents  per  barrel  in  the  transportation  rates  and 
charges  from  the  Washington  and  from  the  Bradford  oil  fieldB 
''are  not  based  upon  any  reasonable  or  just  foundation  what* 
soever." 
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In  their  answer,  the  defendants  averred  "that  said  charge  of 
50  cents  is  just  and  reasonable  considered  by  itself  or  compared 
with  the  rates  from  Bradford,  Olean  and  Clarendon,"  for  the 
reason,  as  they  further  averred,  that  the  traffic  in  passing 
through  tiie  city  of  Pittsburgh  was  moved  the  length  of  two 
railroad  yards,  which  movement  was  slow  and  expensive,  and 
that  "the  hazard  because  of  liability  to  ignition  in  passing 
through  said  city  of  Pittsburgh  was  great  to  the  company." 

In  their  petition  for  rehearing,  the  respondents  present 
several  grounds  for  their  application,  but  in  the  main  their 
motion  is  ])ascd  upon : 

"  First :  That  the  superior  quality  of  the  oil  produced  in  the 
Wiisliingtou  oil  fields,  as  compared  with  the  oils  produced  in 
the  Bradford  and  Olean  districts,  justifying  a  larger  charge  for 
the  former,  although  adverted  to  in  the  testimony,  was  not 
sufficiently  developed  in  the  evidence,  and  was  not  sufficiently 
considered  ])y  the  Commission  in  determining  the  case. 

"Second:  The  fact  of  adverse  gradients  on  the  line  over 
which  the  Washington  oil  passed,  and  favoring  gradients  on 
the  line  over  which  the  Bradford  and  Olean  oils  passed, 
although  presented  by  the  testimony,  was  not  given  weight  by 
the  Commission,  inasmuch  as  the  report  says,  *  they  (defendants) 
did  not  call  to  their  aid  any  alleged  diflerence  in  grade,  volume 
of  business  or  other  causes  which  affect  the  cost  or  transport- 
ation.' " 

It  is  true  that  the  superior  quality  of  Washington  oil  was 
"  adverted  to  in  the  testimony."  The  officers  and  agents  of 
the  defendant  companies  in  their  testimony  went  extensively 
into  the  nature  of  the  traffic  and  the  circumstances  attending 
it,  including  the  slightly  greater  value  of  Washington  oil,  the 
alleged  risk  of  passing  through  the  city  of  Pittsburgh  and  the 
extensive  yards  of  the  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Company,  the 
heavy  grades  passed  over  in  going  up  the  mountains,  and  the 
care  necessary  to  be  taken  in  going  down.  Except  the  alleged 
risk  of  passing  through  Pittsburgh,  these  questions  were  not 
raised  l)y  the  complaint  or  answer,  but  were  taken  into  consid- 
eration in  connection  with  all  the  facts  by  the  Commission 
before  the  findings  and  order  of  the  Commission  were  made. 
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The  motion  for  rehearing  is  apparently  based  chiefly  upon 
the  following  statement  contained  in  the  opinion,  or  conclosiou 
of  the  Commission. 

''  The  defendants  justify  the  fifty-cent  rate  as  reasonable  on 
the  alleged  hazard  and  liability  to  accident  in  carrying  oil 
through  Pittsburgh,  and  on  this  alone.  They  do  not  call  to* 
their  aid  any  alleged  difference  in  grades,  yolnme  of  business^ 
or  other  causes  which  affect  the  cost  of  transportation." 

In  the  argument  of  counsel  in  support  of  the  motion  for 
rehearing  the  respondents  insist  that  this  statement  showa 
that  the  question  of  gradients  was  not  given  weight  by  the 
Commission.  This  is  an  erroneous  view  of  the  matter.  All 
that  was  meant  or  intended  by  this  language  used  in  th^ 
opinion  was  that  the  respondents  by  assigning  the  alleged  slow 
movement  and  expense  of  passing  through  their  Pittsburgh 
yards  and  the  hazard  and  risk  of  passing  through  Pittsburgh 
city  alone  as  reasons  in  justification  of  the  60  cent  charge,  relied. 
upon  these  reasons  alone,  and  did  not  deem  any  other  to  have 
any  bearing  on  the  subject.  No  other  was  set  up  in  the  answer^ 
and  no  argument  was  made  claiming  any  other.  As  shown  by 
the  opinion  in  facts  found,  the  controversy  and  correspondence 
between  complainants  and  defendants  as  to  the  oil  rates  froni 
Washington  had  been  going  on  for  two  or  more  years,  and  in 
that  correspondence  the  superior  quality  and  commercial  value 
of  the  Washington  oil  was  always  assigned  as  the  justification 
for  the  liip;lier  transportation  charge  on  the  Washington  oil* 
In  that  correspondence  neither  the  expense  of  passing  the 
yards,  nor  the  risk  which  was  assigned  in  the  answer  as  justifi- 
cation, nor  the  gradients,  was  mentioned  or  "was  given  weight'* 
by  the  respondents  themselves.  It  was  by  the  testimony  of 
the  officers  of  the  Pennsylvania  Bailroad  System  shown  that 
the  general  cost  of  transportation  is  "getting  down."  The  rate 
from  Washington,  Pa.,  to  Baltimore  was  never  higher  than  50 
cents,  though  it  had  been  lower.  The  Commission  was  of 
opinion  that  it  should  be  lowered  to  40  cents,  and  so  ordered^ 
and  is  still  of  opinion  that  that  is  as  high  as  the  rate  may 
reasonable  be,  and  that  the  Commission  correctly  so  foand«. 
The  motion  for  a  rehearing  must,  therefore,  be  denied. 
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CHARLES  H.  BEOWNELL  F.  COLUMBUS  &  CINCIN- 
NATI MIDLAND  RAILROAD  COMPANY. 

W.    R.    SCHRIEVERS    AND     FIFTY-TWO     OTHERS, 

Claiming  to  be  Large  Dealers  in  Eggs;  JACOB 
GUAGI  AND  TWO  HUNDRED  AND  NINETT-FIVE 
OTHERS,  Claiming  to  be  Small  Dealers  in  Eggs; 
CLARK  A.  POST  AND  FOUR  HUNDRED  AND 
TWENTY-ONE  OTHERS,  Claiming  to  be  Farmers, 
and  among  other  things,  Producers  of  Eggs  and  Selling 
Eggs  to  Local  Dealers  in  Small  Quantities,  Intebyenors 
AS  Complainants. 

THE  PITTSBURGH,  CINCINNATI  &  ST.  LOUIS  RAIL- 

•       WAY  COMPANY,  THE  CLEVELAND,  CINCINNATI, 

CHICAGO   &   ST.   LOUIS    RAILROAD    COMPANY, 

THE  BALTIMORE  &  OHIO  RAILROAD  COMPANY, 

Intervenors  as  Respondents. 


Complaint  filed,  March  29,  1889.— Answer  filed,  April  22,  1889.— Hearings  at 
Toledo,  Ohio,  May  24.  1889.— Indianapolis,  Ind.,  Sept.  17,  1889.— Case 
ordered  re-openod,  May  24. 1890. — Additional  testimony  taken  at  Cincin- 
nati, Ohio,  May  3, 1892.— Petitions  for  leave  to  intervene  filed,  Feb.  6-10 
1892.— Briefs  filed,  July  11,  1889,  and  May  25  to  Oct.  5,  1892.— Decided! 
April  1,  1893. 


1.  Unreasonable  or  unjust  classification  of  a  commodity  is  not  shown  by 
evidence  of  lower  classification  for  articles  widely  dissimilar  in  the 
elements  of  risk,  weight,  bulk,  value  or  general  character.  The  proper 
method  of  comparison  is  the  classification  accorded  by  the  carriers  to 
analogous  articles. 

3.  When  an  article  moves  in  sufficient  volume  and  the  demands  of  commerce 
will  be  better  served,  it  is  reasonable  to  give  a  lower  classification  for 
car-loads  than  that  which  is  applied  to  less  than  car-load  quantities,  but 
the  diff«?rence  in  such  classification  should  not  be  so  wide  as  to  be 
<lo8tructive  to  com[)etilion  l^etween  large  and  small  dealers.  Thurbery, 
^''nc  York  Cent,  cfc  II.  R.  li.  Co.  2  Inters  Com.  I^'^.  742,  3  I.  C.  C.  Rep. 
AT6,  cited  and  reaflirmed.  The  justice  of  a  (.-iaini  for  a  lower  rating  on 
<{irloiid  lot.s  can  only  be  determined  upon  the  fact-s  in  each  case. 

d.  When  on  eomplaint  of  a  carload  shipper  unjust  di^f;criInination  is  alleged 
to  rosult  from  eciual  rales  on  carload  an<I  h^s.s  tlian  carload  quantities  of 
the  same  commodity,  tlie  burden  of  proof  is  upon  the  complainant. 
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4.  Upon  complaint  alleging  unjust  discrimination  against  carload  shippers 
of  eggs  in  favor  of  shippers  in  less  than  carloads,  it  appeared  that  under 
the  "■  official  olasslfloation  **  eggs  take  second  class  rates  for  carload  or 
less  quantities ;  that  the  commodity  Is  carried  in  refrigerator  cars ;  that 
for  carload  shipments  ice  to  the  amount  of  6,000  pounds  is  furnished  by 
the  carrier  without  extra  charge ;  that  less  than  carload  shipments  are 
taken  from  local  stations  in  '*  pick  up  "  cars  to  distributing  points  and 
forwarded  in  carloads  to  New  York  and  other  large  markets ;  that  not- 
withstanding  the  special  facilities  afforded  to  small  shipments  by  the 
carriers,  the  large  dealers  control  88  per  cent,  of  the  traffic.  Held,  upon 
all  the  facts  in  the  case,  that  no  unjust  discrimination  results  to  the  car. 
load  shipper  from  the  equal  rating  of  carload  and  less  than  carload  lots 
and  the  special  serrice  rendered  in  gathering  and  forwarding  small  ship- 
ments, and  the  complaint  should  therefore  be  dismissed. 

5.  Power  of  concentrated  business  interests  to  force  concessions  in  trans- 
portation rates  which  operate  to  the  disadvantage  of  the  general  pablio 
discussed. 

Hon,  J,  B.  Foraker^  for  Complainant. 

//.  Z.  Boiid^  Esq,,  for  the  Columbus  &  Cincinnati  Midland 
B.  E.  Co.  and  the  Baltimore  &  Ohio  Bailroad  Company. 

J,  T,  Brooks y  Esq,,  for  the  Pittsburgh,  Cincinnati  &  St.  Louis 
Eailway  Company. 

//.  //.  Poppleton,  Esq,,  for  the  Cleveland,  Cincinnati,  Chicago 
&  St.  Louis  Bailway  Company. 

REPORT  AND  OPINION  OF  THE  00MMI8BI0N. 

McDiLL,  Coniniissioner  : 

This  complaint  was  filed  March  29,  1889.  The  case  was 
partially  heard  at  Toledo,  Ohio,  on  the  24th  day  of  May,  1889, 
and  for  the  purpose  of  taking  more  testimony  on  the  part  of 
both  complainant  and  defendant,  the  hearing  was  continued 
at  Indianapolis,  Indiana,  on  the  17th  of  September,  1889.  At 
that  point  the  complainant  appeared  in  person,  but  the  defend- 
ant was  not  represented.  Amongst  other  things  there  done 
the  complainant  filed  questions  in  writing  which  he  wished  to 
be  submitted  to  the  chairman  of  the  Central  Traffic  Association 
for  answer.  The  case  was  to  have  been  submitted  upon  the 
receipt  by  the  Commission  of  answers  to  the  questions  so  filed, 
and  such  answers  were  filed  on  the  30th  of  September,  1889. 

After  examination  of  the  record  at  that  time,  the  Commission 
fouiul  that  it  was  claimed  that  it  would  be  for  the  advantage 
of  ordinary  producers  of  and  local  dealers  in  ^;gs  to  have 
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carload  lots  transported  at  less  rates  than  was  charged  for 
quantities  in  amount  less  than  carload  lots;  and  that  they,  with 
the  larger  dealers,  preferred  to  have  such  less  rates  for  carload 
lots,  and  there  having  been  little  or  no  testimony  introduced 
upon  which  to  base  this  claim;  it  being  also  claimed  that 
many  railroad  officials  agreed  that  there  should  be  a  less  rate 
on  full  carload  lots  than  for  less  than  carload  lots ;  and  the 
case  having  been  tried  in  a  somewhat  irregular  manner  where- 
by the  petitioner  might  have  been  misled  in  the  manner  of 
putting  in  the  evidence  on  his  pai-t,  it  was  ordered  that  the 
case  be  re-opened  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  both  parties  to 
present  further  evidence  bearing  upon  the  above  claims. 

As  a  result  of  this  order,  the  intervenors  mentioned  as  inter- 
vening complainants  filed  what  they  styled  petitions ;  and  the 
issues  being  made  up,  the  case  came  on  for  hearing  at  Cincin- 
nati, Ohio,  May  3,  1892. 

The  complaint  is  that  the  defendant,  the  Columbus  &  Cin- 
cinnati Midland  Railroad  Company  refuses  a  carload  rate  on 
eggs  when  a  car  is  sliii)ped  from  one  consignor  to  one  consignee, 
while  a  carload  rate  is  granted  on  sugar,  coflfee,  starch,  soap, 
oranges,  celery,  pumpkins  and  squashes,  thereby  discriminat- 
ing against  eggs;  and  that  the  rate  on  eggs  in  carloads  of 
20,000  pounds  weight  from  Washington  Court  House,  Ohio,  to 
New  York,  is  $107.00,  and  is  unreasonably  high  and  excessive 
when  compared  with  carload  freights  to  New  York. 

The  original  respondent,  by  its  General  Superintendent, 
answered  April  15,  1889,  admitting  that  eggs  were  carried  at 
one  rate,  regardless  of  quantity,  and  alleging  that  the  rate  is  in 
accordance  with  the  classification  of  the  Trunk  Lines  (over 
some  one  of  which  eggs  must  go  from  Washington,  C.  H.  to 
New  Y'ork);  denying  that  thereby  any  discrimination  is  worked, 
but  alleging  that  the  common  rate  to  all  persons,  whether 
shii)ping  by  the  carload  or  in  less  than  carload  lots,  is  in  the 
line  of  public  policy,  treating  all  shippers  alike;  and  denying 
that  on  20,000  pounds,  that  being  the  weight  of  a  carload  of 
eggs,  the  rate  from  Washington  Court  House  to  New  York^ 
being  53^  cents  per  100  lbs.,  or  8107.00,  is  unreasonable. 

The  several  intervt;nors  described  as  '*  large  dealers  in  eggs, 
small  dealers  in  eggs,  and  farmers  or  producers  of  eggs,"  filed 
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petitions  stating  that  they  are  of  the  opinion  that  it  will  be  for 
the  best  interests  of  all  of  the  producers  and  local  dealers,  and 
also  the  railroads,  to  have  a  different  and  reasonably  lower 
classification  on  eggs  shipped  in  proper  carload  lots  tha^  is 
now  charged  for  eggs  in  less  than  carload  lots,  over  the  railway 
lines  from  such  points  as  Washington  C.  H.,  Wilmington, 
Loudon,  Xenia,  Greenfield,  and  other  such  points  in  Ohio  and 
other  Western  States,  to  New  York  and  other  cities  in  the  east. 

There  are  some  things  in  the  appearance  of  these  intervening 
petitions  that  might  indicate  that  the  signers  did  not  clearly 
apprehend  the  nature  of  the  questions  involyed. 

One  of  the  signers  under  date  of  January  26, 1892,  addressed 
the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission  saying  that  "he  was 
asked  a  few  days  before  to  sign  a  petition  for  a  lower  classifi- 
cation on  eggs  than  is  now  charged  by  the  railroad  companies. 
That  he  signed  the  petition  thinking  it  called  for  a  reduction  . 
in  classification  of  eggs  in  a  local  way  as  well  as  in  carloads. 
That  he  has  discovered  since  that  the  petition  is  misleading  in 
this  respect  and  that  it  really  asked  for  a  lower  rate  in  carload 
lots  than  is  charged  in  a  local  way.  If  such  is  the  case,  he 
states  he  is  bitterly  opposed  to  any  such  measure,  as  such  ait 
Act  would  certainly  as  nearly  monopolize  the  trade  as  any- 
thing that  could  be  done." 

Upon  the  order  above  mentioned  being  made,  various  rail- 
road companies  engaged  in  the  service  under  consideration 
were  notified  of  the  order  and  the  scope  of  the  proposed  hear- 
iug,  and  in  consequence  thereof.  The  Pittsburgh,  Cincinnati  & 
St.  Louis  Railway  Company,  The  Cleveland,  Cincinnati,  Chi- 
cago &  St.  Louis  Railway  Company  and  The  Baltimore  & 
Ohio  Railroad  Company  appeared  and  were  made  parties  to 
the  proceeding  as  intervenors  and  defendants. 

The  first  question  presented  is  whether  the  rate  of  63^  cents 
per  cwt.  for  eggs  from  Washington  Court  House  to  New  York 
is  unreasonable  and  excessive,  as  compared  with  other  carload 
rates  upon  products  mentioned  in  complainant's  petition,  so 
as  to  create  an  unjust  discrimination  against  large  dealers  in 
eggs,  and  in  favor  of  the  small  dealers.  If  the  evidence  fiuls 
to  establish  this  proposition,  the  complainant,  it  would  seem, 
must  fail,  for  both  in  the  production  of  testimony  and  in  his 
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argument  the  complainant  has  sought  to  establiBh  his  conten- 
tion by  a  comparison  of  the  charge  upon  a  car  of  eggs  of 
20,000  pounds  weight  with  other  carload  rates  on  other  articles. 
These  rates  as  set  forth  in  a  table  attached  to  Mr.  Brownell's 
first  statement  are  carload  rates  upon  cranberries,  peanuts, 
tobacco,  dried  corn,  fish,  fresh  or  frozen,  biscuit,  bread,  yeast 
cake,  ginger  ale,  condensed  milk,  cocoanuts,  celery,  cucumbers, 
coffee,  starch,  soap,  kraut,  hops,  oranges,  lemons,  beeswax, 
mince -meat  and  dressed  beef. 

Complainant  has  also  filed  what  is  called  a  comparison  be- 
tween the  "Western  and  Oflicial  Classification,  showing,  as  it  is 
claimed,  that  almost  every  other  farm  product  except  eggs  and 
dairy  products  has  been  awarded  a  classification  by  which  it 
is  granted  a  carload  rate  less  than  the  rate  charged  to  those 
who  ship  in  less  than  carload  quantities,  and  it  is  contended 
that  eggs  are  unequally  treated  and  improperly  discriminated 
against  by  reason  of  not  having  a  carload  rate.  With  reference 
to  the  comi^arisou  sought  to  be  made  between  eggs  and  such 
articles  as  cranberries,  peanuts,  tobacco,  ginger  ale,  cocoanuts, 
celery,  cucumbers,  starch,  soap,  kraut,  etc.,  it  is  difficult  to  see 
any  particular  similarity  of  the  articles  that  would  justify  a 
comparison.  Take,  for  instance,  the  article  of  cranberries. 
The  nature  of  this  product  seems  entirely  different  from  that 
of  eggs,  the  risk  in  shipment  cannot  be  the  same,  neither  can 
bulk  or  value  be  near  the  same  ;  yet  all  these  matters  are, 
according  to  the  testimony  of  experts,  to  be  considered  in  de- 
termining upon  the  classification. 

One  of  the  export  witnesses,  when  testifying,  says  that 
weight ;  sj^ace  oceui^ied  ;  value  ;  ease  of  handling ;  liability 
to  accident  or  loss  ;  value  of  the  article  in  the  event  of  acci- 
dent or  loss ;  frequency  or  infrequency  of  shipments ;  the  neces- 
sity of  providing  cars  of  special  construction ;  the  necessity 
of  special  care  of  property,  such  as  furnishing  ice,  stoves,  etc, ; 
the  speed  with  which  the  carriage  must  be  made ;  the  ability 
to  load  so  that  the  cars  may  be  filled  to  their  fullest  capacity; 
tlw3  liability  of  certain  classes  of  freight  to  injure  other  freight 
by  contact  or  in  ac«ridents,  such  as  acids ;  the  dangerous  char- 
actor  of  some  freights,  such  as  matches  and  powder;  the  char- 
acter of  packages  such  as  wine  in  glass  which  is  much  more 
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fragile  than  wine  in  wood  ;  are  all  conditions  to  be  considered 
in  determining  upon  the  proper  classification  of  articles,  yet 
with  reference  to  any  or  all  of  these  matters  there  is  little  if 
any  testimony  offered  upon  which  an  intelligent  comparison 
can  be  based. 

The  evidence  shows  that  in  the  Western  states,  or  upon  the 
lines  of  railway  which  have  adopted  what  is  known  as  the 
Western  classification,  eggs  in  carload  lots  are  placed  in  a  dif- 
ferent class  from  eggs  in  less  than  carloads,  and  this  fact  is 
urged  by  counsel  with  much  earnestness  as  indicating  by  the 
action  of  the  railways  themselyes  the  propriety  of  a  distinction 
is  rates  as  prayed  for.  In  connection  with  this  it  is  urged, 
and  there  is  some  evidence  to  sustain  the  position,  that  many 
railway  men  are  of  the  opinion  thiit  there  should  be  a  carload 
rate  less  than  the  rate  charged  for  less  than  carload  shipments, 
although  the  record  seems  to  show  that  they  contemplate  a 
change  by  raising  the  rate  on  small  shipments.  It  is  also 
urged  that  most  of  the  railroads  engaged  in  carrying  eggs 
would  prefer  a  carload  rate  and  a  less  than  carload  rate,  but 
that  the  Pennsylvania  road  has  constantly  opposed  such  a 
distinction,  and  thus  far  has  been  siiccessful  in  hindering  its 
adoption  by  the  carriers. 

The  evidence  in  the  case  shows  that  the  cost  of  gathering 
eggs  to  the  large  dealers,  who  usually  ship  in  carloads,  is 
about  20  cents  per  100  lbs.;  and  it  is  earnestly  contended  that 
if  the  small  dealer  has  his  goods  taken  up  and  carried  to 
market  at  the  same  rate  as  the  large  dealer,  necessarily  there 
is  a  discrimination  against  the  large  dealer  to  the  extent  of  his 
expense,  20  cents  per  100  lbs.,  in  gathering  eggs. 

As  to  all  these  arguments  the  defendants  answer  that  for  a 
great  number  of  years  there  has  been  growing  up  a  system  by 
which  the  railroad  carriers  seek  to  reach  the  small  dealers; 
that  they  have  developed  the  present  system  of  gathering  ^gs 
ill  the  interest  not  only  of  the  public,  but  in  their  own  inter- 
ests ;  that  it  is  far  better  for  them  to  deal  with  the  small 
dealers  than  with  a  few  large  shippers,  and  that  the  real  par- 
pose  or  wish  of  the  complainant  is  to  bring  about  a  discrim- 
iuation  against  shippers  in  small  quantities ;  that  the  large 
shippers,  would,  if  the  power  was  granted,  concentrate  the  effg 
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business  in  their  own  hands,  and  would  then  be  in  a  situation 
to  endeavor  by  throwing  their  business  all  to  one  road,  to  com- 
pel unfair  concessions  to  them ;  and  that  it  is  for  the  interest 
of  the  railways  and  also  for  the  interest  of  the  public,  .so  far 
as  possible,  that  transportation  transactions  should  be  general, 
and  directly  with  the  smaller  business  men,  rather  than  with 
a  few  parties  who  have  monopolized  the  business,  or  would  if 
further  advantages  were  granted  them,  eventually  succeed  in 
doing  so. 

The  facts  found  from  the  evidence  are  as  follows : 

(1.)  The  original  complainant,  C.  H.  Brownell,  residing  and 
doing  business  at  Washington,  C.  H.,  Fayette  County,  Ohio,  is 
a  buyer  of  eggs  and  a  shipper  of  the  same  in  carload  lots  to 
the  city  of  New  York,  and  in  making  such  shipments  he  incurs 
considerable  expense  in  collecting  from  producers  and  small 
dealers  such  carloads,  and  in  caring  for  and  packing  the  same. 

(2.)  While  said  complainant  is  a  shipper  in  carloads,  rated 
at  20,000  lbs.,  and  upwards,  each,  he  is  allowed  by  defendants 
to  ship  a  quantity  greatly  less  than  20,000  lbs.  as  a  carload, — 
a  quantity  varying  from  6,000  lbs.  upwards,  the  same  being 
iced  by  defendants  and  sealed  to  its  destination  as  a  carload 
at  the  regular  rate  of  53^  cents  per  100  lbs.,  as  second  class 
freight,  according  to  the  Central  or  Official  classification ; — in 
other  words,  if  complainant  ships  10,000  lbs.,  in  each  of  two 
cars,  the  20,000  lbs.  go  through  to  destination,  under  seal  and 
iced,  in  two  cars  for  the  same  money  as  20,000  in  one  car. 
Ice  is  not  furnished  the  shipper  in  small  lots,  and  the  average 
amount  necessary  for  this  purpose  is  6,000  lbs.  to  the  car. 

(3.)  The  total  cost  to  said  complainant  of  collecting  his 
shipments  of  eggs — including  packing  in  cases  and  loading 
into  the  car,  and  not  including  cost  of  cases,  is  about  20  cents 
per  100  lbs. 

(4.)  The  testimony  shows  that  shipments  of  eggs  in  carload 
lots  are  attended  with  less  damage  by  breakage  and  otherwise^ 
than  are  shipments  in  less  than  carload  lots. 

(5.)  It  appears  that  by  prevailing  custom  and  arrangements 
made,  all  producers  of  and  dealers  in  eggs  along  the  lines  of 
defendants'  roads  are  able  to  bring  their  product  directly  to  the 
various  depots  and  stations,  put  it  into  refrigerator  cars  and 
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have  it  carried  to  its  destination,  to  wit :  the  krger  cities,  gen* 
erallj  on  the  seaboard, — Baltimore,  Philadelphia,  New  York, 
etc., — at  a  uniform  rate  per  100  lbs.;  whether  in  large  or  small 
amounts,  one  hundred  pounds  being  the  unit  as  to  eggs,  and 
certain  other  kinds  of  freight,  under  the  Central  or  Official 
Olassification  adopted  by  defendants. 

(6.)  While  this  arrangement  is  open  alike  to  all — ^producers 
and  dealers,  large  and  small — ^yet  there  are  some  producers 
who  prefer  to  sell  directly  to  the  small  dealers,  others  to  the 
large  dealers  who  ship  in  carloads;  and  again,  some  of  the 
small  dealers  prefer  to  sell  to  lai^e  dealers  instead  of  shipping 
for  themselves  to  the  eastern  market.  Various  reasons  inci- 
dent to  locality,  distance  to  market,  motives  of  personal  con- 
venience, motives  arising  from  neighborhood  acquaintance  and 
mutual  confidence  between  the  parties  concerned,  and  the 
many  influences  governing  the  transactions  of  daily  life  cause 
this  diversity  of  practice. 

(7.)  The  Union  Line,  the  through  freight  department  of 
the  Fennyslvania  Company,  of  which  the  Pittsburgh,  Cincin- 
nati &  St.  Louis  Bailway,  defendant  company,  is  a  leased 
road,  has  provided  such  refrigerator  cars  for  all  producers, 
dealers  and  shippeis  (within  the  range  of  the  country  wherein 
complainants  reside),  who  may  desire  to  ship  eggs  from  their 
several  places  of  residence  or  business  to  eastern  markets  over 
the  roads  of  defendants. 

(8.)  Said  Union  Line  has  a  system  or  method  of  collecting 
farm  and  dairy  products,  including  eggs,  by  means  of  *'  pick- 
up "  cars  running  over  said  range  of  country  and  gathering 
the  greater  portion  of  such  freight  at  Chicago  where  it  is  con- 
centrated into  carloads ;  and  as  a  general  rule,  such  freight 
arriving  at  Chicago  in  the  morning  goes  out  the  following 
evening  ou  through  fast  trains  to  its  eastern  destination.  This 
system  extends  as  far  west  as  Dakota  and  Nebraska,  and  has 
various  central  points  for  collection  or  concentration, — Chicago 
being  the  principal  point,  and  Columbus,  C,  another,  at  which 
latter  point  is  concentrated  a  large  portion  of  the  e^  product 
of  the  surrounding  country,  including  Fayette  County  and 
Washington,  C.  H.,  complainant  Brownell's  place  of  busi- 
ness.   Agents  of  said  Union  Line  are  assigned  to  such  central 
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points  and  they  travel  over  the  adjacent  districts  of  country, 
and  solicit  consignments  direct  from  shippers ;  and  this  sys- 
tem has  been  in  use  from  ten  to  twenty  years.  The  Central  or 
Official  classification  of  farm  and  dairy  products,  including 
eggs,  is  in  use  from  the  Mississippi  river  eastward  and  over  a 
territory  within  which  the  complainant  in  this  case  resides ; 
tind  west  of  said  river  a  different  classification  as  to  many  of 
said  products,  including  eggs, — known  as  the  "Western" 
classification — prevails. 

(9.)  The  present  cost  of  the  refrigerator  dairy  product  car, 
such  as  is  used  in  carrying  eggs,  is  about  $1,000.  The  weight 
of  the  car  is  about  42,000  pounds.  It  is  equipped  with  self- 
couplers  and  air  brakes.  The  old  box  car  in  which  eggs  were 
formerly  carried  weighed  about  23,000  pounds  and  cost  about 
$450.  The  rate  upon  eggs  Chicago  to  New  York  was  as  f  ollows> 
at  the  periods  named : 

In  1865  $1.55  per  hundred  pounds. 

1869  1.25  per  hundred  pounds. 

1874  1.10  per  hundred  pounds. 

1876  .85  per  hundred  pounds. 

1878  .70  per  hundred  pounds. 

1887  and  at  the  present  time,  65  cents  per  hundred 
pounds. 

Section  2  of  the  Act  to  regulate  commerce,  so  far  as  it  may 
be  claimed  to  be  applicable  to  the  case  under  consideration, 
prohibits  charging  a  greater  compensation  for  any  service 
rendered  "than  is  charged  any  other  person  or  persons  for 
doing  for  him  or  them  a  like  and  contemporaneous  service  in 
the  transportation  of  a  like  kind  of  traffic,  under  substantially 
similar  circumstances  and  conditions." 

It  was  specifically  claimed  by  the  complainants  in  the  case 
of  Thurher^.  New  York  Cent.di  y/./i?./i*./j?.6^(9.  that  carload  rates 
upon  certain  articles,  less  iu  amount  than  the  rate  charged  for 
smaller  quantities  of  the  same  articles,  were  in  violation  of  the 
second  section  of  the  Act.  But  the  Commission  held  that 
'*  where  the  article  moves  in  sufficient  volume,  and  the  demands 
of  commerce  are  thereby  better  served,  it  is  reasonable  to  give 
a  carload  classification  and  rate."     2  Inters.  Com.  Hep.  742, 
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752, 3 1.  C.  G.  Bep.  473, 501.  The  Commission  then  proceeded 
to  discuss  and  decide  the  specific  questions  inyolved  as  to 
rates  for  the  carload  and  less  than  carload  lots  upon  particular 
articles  complained  of,  and  held  that  the  disparity  between 
the  rates  shown  to  exist  was  not  justified  by  the  circumstances ; 
that  the  differences  made  were  unreasonable,  and  therefore 
their  reduction  within  reasonable  bounds  was  ordered.  The 
propositions  which  seem  to  have  been  established  by  the 
decision  were,  that  carload  rates,  as  to  some  articles  under 
proper  conditions  and  circumstances,  were  reasonable  and  not 
forbidden  by  the  statute,  and  that  the  difference  between  car- 
load and  less  than  carload  rates  should  only  be  in  proportion 
to  the  extra  cost,  or  in  the  line  of  equalization.  In  the  Thur- 
ber  Case  the  complaint  was  on  account  of  a  difference  in  rates 
between  carload  and  less  than  carload  rates.  In  this  case  the 
complaint  is  on  account  of  an  equality  of  rates. 

The  proposition  of  complainant  in  this  case  is,  that  carload 
rates  being  permitted  in  some  cases,  it  is  an  unjust  discrimin- 
ation to  extend  the  same  rate  on  eggs  to  the  smaller  shipper 
as  that  given  to  the  shipper  by  the  carload.  To  maintain  this 
proposition  it  would  be  necessary  for  the  complainant  to  show 
that  the  different  circumstances  of  the  two  kinds  of  service 
j  ustify  a  different  charge,  and  that  in  consequence  of  giving 
the  small  shipper  the  same  rate  as  the  carload  shipper,  an 
unjust  discrimination  has  been  brought  about  against  the 
large  shipper.  The  evidence  shows  that  no  carload  rate  has 
been  made  upon  eggs,  but  that  equal  rates  by  the  100  pounds 
have  been  granted  to  large  and  small  shippers  of  that  article. 

To  give  the  complainant  the  relief  he  seeks,  upon  the  theory 
of  the  complaint,  it  will  be  necessary  to  order  a  carload  rate  at 
the  figure  now  prevailing,  and  to  order  an  increase  of  the  rate 
to  the  small  shipper.  This  course  would  be  necessary  because 
the  complainant  does  not  attack  the  present  rate  of  $107.00  on 
eggs  per  carload  of  20,000  lbs.  from  Washington  Court  House 
to  New  York  as  excessive  in  itself.  His  contention  is  that  it 
is  excessive  as  compared  with  carload  rates  given  to  other 
articles.  But  it  does  not  appear  from  the  evidence  that  there 
is  such  a  similarity  of  circumstances  and  conditions  attending 
the  carriage  of  the  article  cited  by  complainant,  and  the  article 
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in  question,  as  to  give  a  basis  for  fair  comparison,  and  from 
wliicli  it  may  be  determined  that  the  difference  in  rates  oper- 
ates as  an  unjust  discrimination. 

A  lower  carload  rate  could  only  be  required  upon  a  showing 
that  the  circumstances  and  conditions  of  service  to  the  large 
shipper  were  so  dissimilar  as  to  require,  in  the  line  of  equal 
treatijient,  a  less  rate  than  is  made  for  the  small  shipper.  The 
evidence  upon  this  point  does  not  satisfy  us  that  the  Commis- 
sion would  be  justified  in  making  such  an  order  in  this  case. 
Only  a  few  points  of  difference  have  been  established  which 
might  be  deemed  material  to  such  an  inquiry.  They  are  the 
greater  speed  and  saving  of  time  in  carload  shipments  from  a 
single  consignor  to  a  single  consignee,  and  a  slightly  lighter 
expense  in  the  way  of  billing  to  one  instead  of  several  con- 
signees. To  counterbalance  this,  it  appears  that  where  car- 
loads are  sent  they  are  iced  by  the  carrier,  while  this  is  not 
done  at  all  in  the  less  than  carload  shipments.  Undoubtedly 
something  is  gained  in  carload  shipments  in  the  receipts, 
hauling,  delivery  and  unloading  of  the  car;  but,  as  we  have 
seen,  the  evidence  does  not  show  that  after  due  consideration 
of  the  differing  conditions  and  circumstances  surrounding  the 
two  shipments  any  unjust  discrimination  results  from  giving  a 
common  and  equal  rate.  While  the  allegation  is  made  that 
the  rate  is  unreasonable  and  excessive,  yet  it  is  coupled  with 
the  proposition  that  it  is  excessive  as  compared  with  other 
carload  rates,  and  the  examination  and  trial  has  been  con- 
ducted upon  the  theory  that  the  grievance  complained  of  is  an 
unjust  discrimination  against  the  large  shipper  by  reason  of 
an  equal  rate  to  the  small  shipper. 

While  the  complainant  cites  numerous  articles,  heretofore 
mentioned,  as  having  a  carload  rate,  and  seeks  to  make  a 
comparison  between  eggs  and  the  articles  named,  and  also 
cites  the  general  concession  of  carload  rates  to  agricultural 
products,  there  is  a  dearth  of  evidence  to  enlighten  the  Com- 
mission us  to  the  proper  method  of  comparison,  if  any  can  be 
made,  l)et\veen  eggs  and  the  articles  named  by  complainant. 
It  is  apiKirent,  even  to  one  not  an  expert,  that  there  is  no 
general  resemV)lance  between  the  articles  mentioned  by  the 
complainant  and  the  article  in  question.     We  are,  therefore, 
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driven  to  the  conclusion  that  the  complainant  has  failed  to 
show  by  evidence  any  unjust  discrimination  against  himself 
and  other  similar  dealers  in  eggs  by  reason  of  the  present  rate. 

If  the  relief  asked  by  the  complainant  cannot  be  granted  by 
ordering  a  lower  carload  classification  and  rate,  a  difference  in 
rate  between  carload  and  other  smaller  shipments  might  be 
brought  about  by  increasing  the  rate  to  the  smaller  shipper  in 
less  than  carload  lots.  •  But  the  record  shows  that  the  com- 
plainant does  not  seek  to  raise  the  rate  to  the  small  shipper, 
although  witnesses,  who  claimed  common  interest  with  the 
complainant,  suggested  that  the  less  than  carload  rate  might 
be  increased ;  and  there  is  some  evidence  which  tends  to  show 
that  railway  freight  managers,  who  were  inclined  to  concede  a 
carload  rate,  expected  and  wished  that  this  should  be  aocom- 
plished  by  an  increased  rate  to  the  small  shipper.  But  the 
evidence  fails  to  show  that  the  rate  to  the  small  shipper  is  too 
low.  In  fact,  the  record  as  made  by  the  complainant  is  against 
any  such  claim. 

The  table  hereto  attached  shows  the  classification  applied 
upon  eggs  packed  in  barrels  or  boxes  in  each  of  the  various 
classifications  now  and  formerly  in  use  throughout  the  United 
States. 

Statements  showing  classifications  applied  upon  EggB» 
packed  in  barrels  or  boxes,  in  each  of  the  various  classifica- 
tions now  and  formerly  in  use  throughout  the  United  States. 

(Rates  in  Cents  per  Hundred  Pounds.) 

Name 
Year  of  From  To 

Classification  q 

18S6  Joint  Merchandise Philadelphia.  Elmira. 2 

lHt)8  OffieialJSo.il **  **      2 

1886  Middle  &  Western  States.  Buffalo.....  ...  E.  St.  Louis.  2 

181):^  OfficialNo.il *»       *•  2 

1880  East  Bound Chicago New  York....  8 

1888  Official  No.  4* **       **         ....2 

181);^  OfficialNo.il **       **         ....2 

1SH()  West  Bound New  York....  Chicago 1 

1888  Official  No.  4* **  ....        **       2 

181)3  OfficialNo.il **         ...        "       2 

1878  Western Chicago Kansas  City.  2 

1887  Joint  Western *'       **  2 

181)3  Western **       "  2 

1870  So.  liv.  &  S.S.  Ass'n Louisville ....  Atlanta 2 

1880  So.  Rv.  AS. 8.  Ass'n **         ....         **        8 

181)3  So.  Kv.  &  S.S.  Ass'n **         ....        **       2 

■^♦From  Aug.  15.  1888,  to  Feb.  17,  1889,  inclusive. 


.L. 

C.L. 

S 

i 

B 

82 

4 

1 

80 

2 

80 

50 

4 

26 

47 

2 

47 

70 

8 

70 

86 

8 

50 

65 

2 

65 

75 

1 

75 

86 

8 

50 

85 

2 

65 

70 

4 

80 

75 

8 

50 

80 

8 

42 

125 

2 

125 

89 

8 

89 

92 

2 

92 
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From  this  it  will  appear  that  in  the  year  1886  and  earlier, 
carload  and  less  than  carload  rates  were  given,  but  that  they 
were  soon  abandoned,  and  since  about  the  year  1886  with  a 
single  exception  for  a  short  period  noted  in  the  table  the 
Trunk  Lines  have  carried  at  a  fixed  rate  per  100  lbs.  The 
same  seems  to  be  true  of  the  roads  embraced  in  the  Southern 
System,  while  the  custom  prevailing  in  the  Western  System 
seems  always  to  have  been  to  make  a  difference  between  carload 
and  less  than  carload  rates. 

In  classification,  dairy  products  and  poultry  have  usually 
been  classified  with  eggs.  If  one  article  embraced  in  a  class 
is  entitled  to  a  carload  rate,  shippers  of  analogous  articles 
embraced  in  the  same  class  might  claim  the  same  treatment. 
Evidence,  therefore,  was  introduced  tending  to  show  the  effect 
of  making  a  carload  and  less  than  carload  rate  upon  such 
articles  as  butter  and  cheese.  Witnesses  representing  the 
dairy  interests  were  heard  upon  this  question,  and  they  united 
in  declaring  that  the  establishment  of  a  carload  rate  upon 
dairy  products  would  result  in  very  serious  injury  to  the  dairy 
business  as  it  is  now  conducted  in  the  Western  States.  It  is 
therefore  urged  with  some  degree  of  force  that  the  interests, 
not  alone  of  those  who  are  shipping  eggs,  but  of  those  who 
are  sliipping  dairy  products,  should  be  considered. 

The  evidence  tends  to  the  conclusion  that  the  method  of 
conducting  the  butter  and  cheese  business  is  of  such  a  char- 
acter that  the  extention  of  a  uniform  rate  per  100  lbs.  to  the 
small  dealers  is  of  very  great  advantage  to  them,  and  that  the 
establishment  of  a  carload  rate  would  work  a  serious  injury  to 
the  small  producers  of  butter  and  cheese. 

The  production  of  eggs  is  widely  diffused  among  our  popu- 
lation ;  indeed,  it  is  perhaps  safe  to  say  that  more  persons  are 
engaged  in  the  production  of  eggs  for  sale  than  of  any  other 
commodity  of  commerce.  In  respect  of  diffuse  production 
luul  method  of  shipment  there  is  striking  similarity  between 
eggs  and  the  more  delicate  variety  of  small  fruits,  like  peaches 
and  Ix^rries.  In  the  nature  of  things,  a  producer  of  these  com- 
modities is  seldom  able  to  ship  a  carload  at  one  time,  though 
during  ii  favorable  season  he  will  make  frequent  and  often 
daily  shipments  to  the  market.     So  with  eggs,  the  producer 
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must  be  largely  engaged,  indeed,  who  can  ship  a  carload 
quantity.  The  common  custom  of  the  raibroads  is  the  same 
with  fruit  and  berries  as  with  eggs ;  they  are  gathered  in  small 
lots  at  various  stations  and  carried  direct  to  the  general  mar- 
ket, and  the  value  of  this  transportation  facility  to  producers 
and  small  dealers  can  hardly  be  over  estimated.  The  egg  is  a 
delicate  and'  perishable  commodity.  Though  methods  adopted 
for  its  preservation  retard  the  decomposition  to  which  it  is 
subject,  they  do  not  prevent  the  article  from  taking  on  that 
musty  and  strong  flavor  so  often  noticed  in  "stored  eggs.'* 
While  not  as  perishable  as  the  small  fruits  mentioned,  yet» 
considering  the  delay  which  is  necessary  in  the  accumxdatioii 
of  sufficient  lots  for  sale  or  sending  to  market,  its  inherent  lia- 
bility to  early  decay,  and  the  fact  that  "  fresh  eggs  "  are  com- 
monly held  to  be  an  indispensable  food  article  in  every  house- 
hold, it  must  be  deemed  sufficiently  perishable  to  be  classed 
with  articles  of  that  character.  In  the  Official  Classification 
eggs,  any  quantity,  are  classed  as  low  as  berries  in  carloads^ 
fruit  in  carloads,  not  otherwise  specified,  and  butter  and  cheese^ 
in  any  quantity ;  and  they  are  given  a  lower  class  than  poultry^ 
game,  peaches,  or  oysters,  not  in  the  shell.  These  commodi- 
ties, though  diverse  in  character,  are  all  perishable  food  pro- 
ducts and  particularly  subject  to  deterioration  after  short 
lapses  of  time  and  under  climatic  influences.  Considered  as  a 
perishable  article  eggs  cannot  be  deemed  to  have  an  unfavor- 
able classification  ;  they  are  classed  lower  than  some,  and  no 
higher  than  any,  of  the  articles  above  mentioned.  That  less 
than  carload  lots  of  eggs  can  be  shipped  at  the  carload  rate 
is,  in  our  judgment,  a  concession  to  the  less  than  carload 
shipper  which,  under  its  already  low  classification  and  the 
other  circumstances  surrounding  the  egg  traffic,  does  not  work 
unjust  discrimination  to  the  shipper  of  eggs  in  carloads. 

The  unit  of  quantity  that  carriers  have  universally  employed 
for  the  purpose  of  rate  making  is  the  hundred  pounds.  The 
purpose  of  a  classification  is  to  group  the  various  articles  of 
commerce  into  general  classes  upon  which  the  rate  per  hundred 
pounds  shall  apply.  Classification  of  carloads  in  a  lower  dass 
than  is  given  to  the  same  article  in  a  less  quantity  was  at  first 
merely  incidental  to  the  business  of  transportation,  and  the 
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""practice  lias  not  yet  become  so  general  that  a  lower  carload 
class  must  be  given  to  every  article  which  may  be  oflfered  in 
carload  quantities.  The  justice  of  the  demand  depends  upon 
the  facts  in  each  case ;  it  cannot  be  determined  by  an  inflexible 
general  rule.  It  is  a  sound  rule  for  carriers  to  adapt  their 
classifications  to  the  laws  of  trade,  that  is,  as  before  stated,  if 
an  article  moves  in  sufficient  volume  and  the  demands  of  coni' 
vierce  will  he  better  served^  it  is  reasonable  to  give  it  a  carload 
classification.  Thurher  8  Case  supra.  The  large  dealers,  who 
now  control  more  than  three-fourths  of  the  business  of  gather- 
ing and  shipping  eggs  to  the  large  cities,  cannot  be  said  to 
suffer  material  damage  from  the  competition  of  small  ship- 
ments under  the  same  rate  to  the  same  market.  Beyond  giving 
a  practical  monopoly  to  the  large  dealers,  it  does  not  appear 
that  any  other  portion  of  the  public  would  be  benefited  by  a 
lower  class  for  carloads  of  eggs.  If  the  railroads  were  not 
willing  to  gather  the  small  lots  of  eggs  and  carry  them  direct 
to  a  general  market,  there  might  be  some  ground  for  holding 
that  the  volume  of  egg  traffic,  the  demands  of  trade,  and  the 
interests  of  local  dealers  and  producers,  are  such  that  a  lower 
carload  classification  is  desirable;  but  the  special  facilities 
furnished  local  shippers  for  putting  their  eggs  in  large  markets 
in  as  fresh  state  as  possible  are,  in  our  view,  of  greater  benefit 
to  producers,  local  dealers,  city  dealers,  and  consumers,  than 
any  other  method  of  gathering  and  shipping  which  has  yet 
been  devised  for  this  or  any  other  perishable  food  product ; 
and  such  advantage  to  the  general  public  should  not  be  inter- 
fered with  or  its  continuance  in  any  way  discouraged  unless  a 
more  satisfactory  method  of  reaching  the  markets  can  be  estab- 
lished in  its  stead. 

In  the  Thurber  Case  above  cited,  whore  the  complaint  was 
of  too  great  difference  between  carload  and  less  than  carload 
rates,  we  held  that  "  h.  difference  in  rates  upon  carloads  and 
l()ss  than  ca^i-loads  of  the  sanle  merchandise  between  the  same 
points  of  carriage,  so  wide  as  to  be  destructive  to  competition 
between  Ifirge  and  small  dealers,  especially  upon  articles  of 
general  and  necessary  use,  is  unjust  and  violates  the  provisions 
and  principles  of  the  Act."  In  this  case,  where  a  lower  carload 
rating  is  sought,  we  think  the  same  general  rule  is  applicable. 
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The  business  of  the  carload  shippers  is  not  diminishing,  but  it 
has  increased,  under  equal  rates,  and  in  view  of  the  &ot  thai 
they  now  handle  most  of  the  traffic  it  is  eyident  that  less  ratea 
for  carload  quantities  must  resxdt  in  giving  them  a  practical 
monopoly,  and  that  any  difference  in  rates  will  be  a  difference 
'^  so  wide  as  to  destroy  the  competition  between  large  and 
small  dealers." 

To  avoid  any  misunderstanding  it  may  be  said  here  that  the 
Commission  is  aware  of  and  has  in  former  utterances  called 
attention  to  the  manifest  tendency  towards  the  establishment  oi 
carload  rates.  Tariffs  filed  in  this  .office  show  a  constant  ten- 
dency to  include  more  and  more  articles  in  a  carload  classifi- 
cation. If,  at  some  future  time,  the  carriers  engaged  in  carry- 
ing butter,  eggs,  poultry  and  similar  articles,  should  agree  upon 
and  establish  carload  and  less  than  ccurload  rates  for  such 
articles,  reasonable  in  themselves,  and  maintaining  a  true 
relation  between  the  two  rates,  giving  no  undue  advantage  to 
one  kind  of  shippers  over  another,  the  Commission  would  prob*^ 
ably  decline  to  interfere. 

The  Commission  believes  that  the  law  to  regulate  commerce 
was  intended  to  secure  to  persons  needing  transportation  ser- 
vice the  nearest  possible  approximation  to  equal  treatment,. 
and  that  where  there  exists  in  the  cost  or  conditions  of  the 
service  sufficient  reason  therefor,  the  carriers  may  rightfully 
establish  and  maintain  carload  and  less  than  carload  rat-es,  but 
where  the  carriers  themselves  make  one  uniform  rate  per  hun- 
dred pounds,  if  such  act  on  the  part  of  the  carrier  is  warranted 
by  the  conditions,  a  nearer  approach  is  made  to  perfect  equal- 
ity than  could  be  made  in  any  other  way  and  the  Commission 
should  interpose  no  objection.  But  when  the  conditions  of 
the  service  arc  so  marked  and  distinct  as  to  bring  about  an 
unjust  discrimination  or  a  preference  by  the  maintenance  of 
such  uniform  rate,  then  there  would  be  a  departure  f|x>in  the 
equality  of  treatment  which  seems  to  be  ohe  of  the-  priiicipal 
results  sought  for  by  the  law. 

But  the  question  here  presented  has  necessarily  be^n  oon- 
sidcred  upon  the  evidence  as  introduced  in  the  case,  and  upon. 
the  evidence  before  us  the  complainant  has  failed  to  establiak 
his  right  to  the  relief  prayed  for. 
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The  fact  seems  to  be  that  so  far  as  the  gathering  of  eggs  is 
concerned  there  is  competition  between  the  large  dealers  and 
the  railways  engaged  in  gathering.  The  evidence  shows  that 
the  cost  to  the  complainant  of  gathering  eggs  for  shipment  is 
about  twenty  cents  per  100  lbs.  The  nature  of  the  preparation 
made  by  the  railways  for  the  similar  service  on  their  part  war- 
rants the  conclusion  that  the  cost  of  gathering  to  them  is  prob- 
ably not  less  than  that  amount,  and  it  seems  to  be  a  cost  or 
charge  incident  to  the  nature  of  the  business,  and  may  not  be 
avoided  by  persons  engaging  therein,  and  whether  incurred 
by  railways  or  large  dealers,  can  make  no  material  difference 
to  the  producer.  The  gathering  of  egg  along  the  line  of  rail- 
ways is  clearly  connected  with  and  a  part  of  the  transportation 
service,  and  it  does  not  appear  that  any  benefit,  but  rather  an 
injury  would  result  to  the  small  dealers  and  producers  by  the 
order  asked  for  by  the  complainant  and  that  it  woidd  have  a 
tendency  to  concentrate  the  business  in  the  hands  of  large 
operators.  The  evidence  shows  that  at  the  present  time  83 
per  cent,  of  the  business  is  controlled  by  these  large  shippers, 
and  it  would  seem  that  an  order  granted  as  prayed  for  by 
complainant  would  go  far  towards  concentrating  the  whole 
business  in  their  hands.  The  tendency  of  the  times,  deplored 
by  all,  is  the  concentration  of  the  transpoi-tation  business  of 
the  country  in  the  hands  of  a  few  individuals  who  control 
large  amounts  of  business.  This  interferes  with  competition, 
and  works  an  injury  to  many  who  are  almost  as  well  equipped 
for  the  business  as  those  who  in  the  end  succeed  by  a  concen- 
tration of  power  in  the  hands  of  a  few  to  rule  out  all  below 
them.  It  is  common  testimony  that  large  dealers  have  ofteut 
by  throwing  their  business  first  upon  one  railway  and  then 
upon  another,  forced  concessions  which  are  secretly  made ; 
and  being  made  to  the  few  and  not  to  the  many,  they  are  less 
easily  detected,  and  work  great  injury  to  the  general  public. 

It  is,  therefore,  the  order  of  the  Commission  that  complain- 
ant's petition  shall  be  dismissed. 

Knapp,  Co)ii  nussioner: 

I  a«2;roo  with  Commissioner  McDill  tliat  the  complaint  in 
this  case  should  be  dismissed,  but  prefer  to  state  in  my  own 
Avav  the  jieneral  reasons  which  lead  nie  to  that  conclusion. 
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The  fundamental  issue  inyolved,  as  I  yiew  it,  is  inde- 
pendent of  the  question  whether  the  particular  ccurload  rate 
complained  of  is  excessiye,  and  presents  a  much  broader  and 
more  important  inquiry.  Can  a  violation  of  the  Act  to 
regulate  commerce,  under  any  circumstances,  be  predicated 
upon  the  fact  that  an  interstate  carrier  maintains  the  same 
rate  per  hundred  pounds  for  the  transportation  of  a  given 
article,  whether  shipments  are  made  by  the  carload  or  in 
smaller  quantities?  This  question,  I  am  convinced,  should  be 
auswered  in  the  negative.  If  the  carload  rate  is  itself  reason- 
able, by  whatever  standard  it  may  be  measured  or  tested,  no 
legal  discrimination  results,  or  can  result,  from  fixing  the 
same  basis  of  compensation  for  the  carriage  of  smaller  ship- 
ments. Theoretically  at  least,  the  charges  for  public  trans- 
portation should  be  proportioned  in  each  case  to  the  weight 
of  the  commodity  carried,  that  being  at  once  the  most  conven- 
ient and  most  equitable  method  of  determining  the  relative 
value  of  the  carrier's  services  to  different  shippers  of  the  same 
article.  The  wholesale  and  retail  principle  has  no  just  appli- 
cation to  the  business  or  duty  of  providing  the  facilities  of 
public  conveyance.  It  is  at  variance  with  the  spirit  and  pur- 
pose of  the  law  which  aims  to  secure  equality  of  treatment  to 
every  person.  That  purpose  is  not  fully  accomplished  when 
one  scale  of  charges  is  adopted  for  shipments  of  large  volume 
and  a  higher  rate  imposed  for  smaller  quantities,  even  though 
all  large  shippers  pay  the  same  and  all  small  shippers  are 
charged  alike.  The  right  of  equal  transportation  is  not  per- 
fectly secured  unless  the  same  rate  is  granted  in  every  case 
whether  the  shipment  be  large  or  small. 

It  is  quite  true  that  in  Thurber  v.  New  York  Cent  dk  H.  JR. 
/?.  Co,,  2  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  742,  3  I.  C.  0.  Kep.  473,  the  Com- 
mission recognized  the  distinction  somewhat  commonly  made 
by  carriers  between  carload  and  less  than  carload  rates,  and» 
while  condemning  as  too  great  the  differences  there  complained 
of,  virtually  conceded  the  general  right  to  maintain  such  a  dis- 
tinction. But  the  practice  of  granting  the  lower  rate  on  oar- 
load  shipments  had  grown  up  with  the  development  of  railroad 
coumuirce  and  antedated  by  many  years  the  regulating  Act  of 
Congress.     It  was  a  common  feature  of  tariff  construction,  tod 
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there  are  substantial  reasons  arising  out  of  the  ordinary  meth- 
ods of  transportation  by  which  the  policy  can  be  defended. 
Moreover,  it  does  not  appear  as  a  rule  that  any  serious  injus- 
tice results  to  the  smaller  shippers,  or  that  the  suitable  distri- 
bution of  commercial  products  is  impeded,  by  the  maintenance 
of  carload  and  less  than  carload  rates  on  the  same  commodity. 
Unless  the  disparity  between  the  two  rates  is  unreasonable^ 
which  is  another  question,  the  fact  that  such  a  distinction  is 
made  will  not  ordinarily  prove  of  much  practical  importance. 
In  a  great  measure  the  business  of  the  country  is  adjusted  to 
this  method  of  rate  making,  and  its  continuance  is  not  likely 
to  be  injurious  to  public  or  private  interests.  In  administering 
this  remedial  statute  it  is  obviously  unwise  to  interfere  with 
established  usages,  unless  they  plainly  oflfend  its  provisions 
and  in  a  substantial  degree  abridge  the  rights  which  it  was 
designed  to  protect.  To  attempt  the  enforcement  of  absolute 
uniformity  by  condemning  the  prevalent  custom  of  granting 
lower  rates  on  carload  shipments  would,  under  present  condi- 
tions, bo  both  injudicious  in  eflfort  and  impracticable  in  execu- 
tion ;  nor  does  the  chief  purpose  of  the  Act  require  such  a 
gejieral  departure  from  existing  practices. 

But  it  does  not  follow  that  the  adoption  of  a  uniform  role, 
by  which  the  same  measure  of  compensation  is  applied 
whether  the  shipment  be  large  or  small,  can  sustain  a  com- 
plaint of  unjust  discrimination  against  the  carrier  whose 
charges  are  thus  regulated.  There  is  a  wide  margin  between 
refusing  to  condemn  an  established  and  prevalent  custom,  and 
compelling  its  literal  observance  in  a  particular  instance.  It 
is  one  thing  to  concede  the  right  to  make  a  carload  and  a  less 
than  carload  rate,  it  is  quite  another  thing  to  require  it.  The 
single  rate  is  not  unlawful  because  difleriug  rates  would  ordi- 
narily be  permitted.  Even  if  the  distinction  here  considered 
was  the  general  practice  in  all  parts  of  the  country,  which  is 
very  far  from  being  the  case,  I  do  not  see  how  a  uniform  rate, 
tfhough  applied  by  but  one  carrier  to  a  single  commodity  only, 
would  operate  as  an  illegal  discrimination  within  the  meaning 
and  intent  of  the  statute. 

When  it  is  conceded  that  a  given  carload  rate  can  be  criti- 
eised  for  no  other  reason  than  that  the  same  rate  is  accepted 
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for  smaller  shipments,  that  carload  rate,  I  contend,  is  reason- 
able both  in  fact  and  in  law,  and  the  circumstance  that  the 
lesser  quantity  is  carried  at  the  same  rate  per  hundred  pounds 
affords  no  just  ground  of  complaint  by  the  carload  shipper. 
How  can  the  law  be  violated  if  the  rate  is  reasonable  and  all 
shippers  are  treated  alike?  Long  continued  custom  and  the 
methods  of  transportation  in  actual  use  may  justify  in  most 
cases  a  lower  rate  for  carload  shipments  than  for  smaller 
quantities,  but  when  a  carrier  sees  fit  to  apply  the  same  rule 
for  fixing  its  compensation  whether  it  carries  a  train  load  or  a 
ton,  what  right  of  the  larger  shipper  is  infringed,  and  upon  what 
principle  can  the  action  of  the  carrier  be  condemned  ? 

Under  ordinary  conditions,  of  course,  the  larger  the  ship- 
ment the  greater  the  profit  per  hundred  pounds  to  the  carrier. 
The  carload  undoubtedly  pays  better  in  proportion  to  the 
weight  transported  than  the  smaller  quantity,  when  the  same 
rate  is  applied  to  both.  More  than  this,  the  work  of  loading 
and  unloading  is  mainly  done  by  the  carrier  when  merchan- 
dise is  shipped  in  small  quantities,  while  in  the  case  of  car- 
load shipments  the  loading  is  usually  done  by  the  consignor 
and  the  unloading  by  the  consignee.  The  carrier  can  afford 
to  take  the  greater  shipment  for  a  smaller  rate  of  compensa- 
tion. This  'is  partly  because  the  large  shipper,  for  his  own 
convenience  or  advantage  performs  part  of  the  service  which 
it  is  the  carrier's  duty  to  perform,  and  partly  because  the 
greater  tonnage  can  be  haided  and  delivered  at  proportionally 
less  expense.  But  the  pecuniary  advantage  of  the  carrier  is 
by  n  )  means  the  controlling  consideration  in  determining  the 
just  relation  of  rates.  The  general  public  right  to  equal  trans- 
portation must  be  recognized,  and  that  right  may  be  seriously 
invaded  if  charges  are  graduated  according  to  the  volume  of 
business.  Some  of  the  largest  shippers  not  only  do  their  own 
loading  and  unloading,  but  also  provide  their  own  cars,  side 
tracks,  warehouses  and  other  facilities  for  the  easy  and  eco- 
nomical delivery  to  the  carrier  of  their  immense  shipments, 
and  thus  make  their  patronage  peculiarly  desirable.  Much 
tlie  same  argument  which  justifies  a  reduced  rate  to  carload 
shippers  would  justify  a  still  lower  rate  when  shipments  are 
made,  as   frequently  happens,  by  the  train  load.     But  no 
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reduction  from  carload  rates  in  favor  of  train  load  shippers 
would  be  sanctioned  by  the  Commission  or  permitted  by  the 
law  making  authority.  Such  a  concession  would  concentrate 
the  commerce  of  the  country  in  the  hands  of  a  few  great  capi- 
talists, and  would  be  an  obvious  and  intolerable  encroachment 
upon  the  rights  of  the  vast  majority  of  shippers.  If  the  system 
of  lower  rates  for  carload  quantities  had  not  been  in  vogue 
when  government  regulation  was  first  undertaken,  if  the  gen- 
eral practice  prior  to  that  time  had  been  to  charge  in  all  cases 
by  the  hundred  pounds,  I  apprehend  that  permission  to  estab- 
lish a  lower  carload  rate,  on  the  ground  that  the  railroads 
could  aflford  to  grant  it,  would  have  been  unhesitatingly  denied, 
and  that  a  complaint  of  unjust  discrimination,  because  the  same 
rate  was  given  to  all,  would  have  been  summarily  dismissed. 
The  equitable  basis  of  transportation  charges  is  the  weight  of 
the  shipment ;  the  just  rate  of  the  carrier's  compensation  should 
not  be  aflfected,  as  between  different  shippers,  by  the  volume 
of  their  business. 

I  assume  that  the  carload  rate  under  consideration  is  not 
shown  to  be  unreasonable  for  carload  shipments,  and  that 
conclusion  appears  to  be  required  by  the  investigation  made. 
So  far  as  the  complaint  is  based  upon  the  theory  that  smaller 
shipments  should  be  subjected  to  higher  charges,  and  that 
seems  to  be  the  main  contention,  no  case  for  relief  is  estab- 
lished, and  on  that  theory  the  proceeding  should  be  dismissed. 
Such  a  decision,  however,  should  not  preclude  the  Commission 
from  entertaining  another  complaint  against  the  rate  in  ques- 
tion, based  on  other  grounds  and  measured  by  other  standards. 

Commissioner  Morrison,  dissenting : 

The  complainant  in  this  proceeding  insists  upon  the  right 
to  a  lower  rate  on  the  hundred  pounds  of  eggs  shipped  in  full 
carloads  than  is  paid  on  the  hundred  pounds  carried  in  small 
quantities  from  Washington  Court  House,  Ohio,  to  New  York 
City.  Many  roads  now  concede  this  right  in  territory  west  of 
Chicago. 

The  practice  of  carrying  the  great  mass  of  products  at  lower 
rates  when  shipped  lu  carloads  than  in  less  than  carloads  was 
when  the  Act  to  reguhite  commerce  was  passed  and  still  is  in 
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very  general  use,  and  the  legality  of  this  practice  has  been 
justified  and  upheld  by  this  Commission  under  said  Act.  It 
haB  been  so  justified  and  upheld  because,  among  other  reasons, 
the  shipper  loads  and  the  receiver  or  consignee  unloads  car- 
load shipments,  while  the  carrier  loads  and  unloads  articles 
shipped  in  small  quantities.  Carloads  require  but  one  billing 
and  one  delivery;  less  than  carloads  necessitate  the  making 
of  naauy  bills  and  as  many  separate  deliveries.  In  receiving, 
transporting  and  delivering  goods  by  the  carload  carriers  are 
relieved  from  a  considerable  part  of  the  labor  and  expense 
necessarily  done  and  incurred  by  them  when  articles  are 
shipped  ill  small  parcels  or  quantities.  So  long  as  such  gen- 
eral practice  prevails  I  see  no  good  reason  why  eggs  should  be 
made  an  exception.  The  reasons  upon  which  lovjer  rates  on 
gootls  in  carloads  are  based  are  as  fipplic-able  to  eggs  as  they 
are  to  other  articles,  and  the  shippers  of  eggs]  in  carloads 
should  have  the  same  equal  treatment  as  shippers  of  other 
products  who  are  accorded  lower  rates  on  carload  shipments 
than  are  given  to  shippers  of  the  same  products  in  less  than 
carloads. 
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GEORGE  RICE  F.  THE  ST.  LOUIS  SOUTHWESTERN 
RAILWAY  COMPANY  AND  THE  ST.  LOUIS  SOUTH- 
WESTERN RAILWAY  COMPANY  OF  TEXAS. 

GEORGE  RICE  V.  THE  BALTIMORE  &  OHIO  SOUTH- 
WESTERN RAILROAD  COMPANY  AND  THE 
COLUMBUS  HOCKING  VALLEY  AND  TOLEDO 
RAILWAY  COMPANY. 


Complaints  filed,  November  6,  1891.— Answers  filed,  November  23,  1891,  to 
January  2.  1892. — Uoard  and  submitted  at  Washington,  D.  C,  March  28, 
1893.— Decided,  May  18,  1893. 


Some  of  the  grievances  alleged  in  the  complaint  were  subsequently  removed 
by  defendants  as  a  result  of  the  Commission*  sorder  in  other  cases.  The 
other  charges  were  denied  by  the  defendants  in  their  verified  answers, 
and  that  denial  was  fortified  by  the  positive  testimony  of  \7itnes8e8. 
The  petitioner  did  not  appear  at  the  hearing,  though  duly  notified  there- 
of, and  offered  no  proof  in  support  of  the  information  and  belief  upon 
which  his  allegations  were  made.  Held,  that  as  to  these  charges  the 
complaint  must  bo  dismissed. 

Roger  W,  Cull,  Esq,,  for  St.  Louis  Southwestern  R.  Co.  and 
St.  Louis  Southwestern  R.  Co.  of  Texas. 

E,  W,  Stro7ig,  Esq.,  for  Baltimore  &  Ohio  S.  W.  R.  Co,  and 
Columbus,  Hocking  Valley  &  Toledo  R.  Co. 

REPORT   AND   OPINION   OF  THE   COMMISSION. 

Knapp,  Comtnissioner  : 

The  complaints  in  these  cases  are  directed  against  di£Ferent 
lines  of  railway  carriers,  but  are  otherwise  substantially  alike. 
They  were  investigated  together  and  may  be  properly  disposed 
of  in  one  report. 

The  rates  and  practices  alleged  by  the  petitioner  to  be 
unlawful  relate  to  the  transportation  of  refined  oil  and  other 
products  of  petroleum  from  Marietta,  Ohio,  to  various  points  in 
other  states  reached  by  the  defendant  lines.  He  asserts  that  these 
rates  and  practices  discriminate  against  him,  as  a  shipper  of 
these  commodities  in  barrels,  in  favor  of  certain  tank  shippers 
which  belong  to  or  are  affiliated  with  what  is  called  the  "Stand- 
ard Oil  Trust."     Three  grounds  of  complaint  are  stated. 
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1.  That  in  fixing  the  basis  of  transportation  oharg^  on 
petroleum  products,  the  defendants  allow  an  arbitrary  dedao- 
tion  of  42  gallons  from  the  shell  capacity  of  a  tank,  while  no 
corresponding  allowance  is  made  when  these  articles  are 
shipped  in  barrels. 

2.  That  such  charges  are  based  on  an  assumed  weight  of  6.3  . 
pounds  per  gallon  when  shipments  are  made  in  tanks,  while 
barrel  shipments  are  carried  on  an  estimated  weight  of  400 
pounds  per  barrel,  which  is  relatively  unjust  to  the  barrel 
shipper. 

3.  That  certain  favored  shippers  are  permitted  to  stop  their 
cars  at  stations  between  the  points  of  shipment  and  destination 
and  remove  a  portion  of  the  contents  therefrom,  thereby  in 
effect  securing  the  lower  carload  rates  on  less  than  carload 
shipments ;  that  such  favored  shippers  are  also  permitted  to 
ship  their  products  at  through  rates,  which  are  proportionately 
less  than  local  rates,  and  then  stop  their  cars  at  intermediate 
stations  and  remove  a  portion  of  the  contents  therefrom, 
thereby  in  effect  securing  through  rates  on  shipments  essen- 
tially  local ;  and  that  these  privileges  are  denied  to  the  com- 
plainant. 

The  first  two  of  these  grievances  undoubtedly  existed  at  the 
time  these  complaints  were  filed,  for  the  methods  then  used  by 
the  defendants  and  other  carriers  in  estimating  the  weights  of 
petroleum  shipments  were  relatively  unjust  to  barrel  shippers. 
This  subject  was  quite  fully  considered  in  a  series  of  proceed- 
ings instituted  by  this  complainant,  which  were  decided  by 
the  Commission  in  April,  1892. 

liice  V.  Ci?ici?matiy  Washington  <&  Baltimore  Hailroad  Co.  3 
Inters.  Com.  Rep.  841,  5  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  193. 

After  that  decision  was  rendered,  the  rail  carriers  generally 
which  engage  in  the  transportation  of  petroleum  produotSi 
including  these  defendants,  fixed  the  minimum  tank  carload 
at  the  shell  capacity  of  the  tank  in  each  case,  and  abandoned 
the  practice  of  making  any  deduction  therefrom.  They  also 
raised  the  estimated  weight  of  these  commodities,  when  carried 
iu  tanks,  to  6.4  pounds  per  gallon,  and  are  now  regulating 
their  charges  according  to  that  basis.  We  do  not  find  that 
the  application  of  this  rule  for  ascertaining  the  weight  of  ail 
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shipments  in  tanks,  compared  with  the  estimated  weight  of  400 
pounds  per  barrel,  when  the  same  article  is  shipped  in  that 
form,  operates  to  the  prejudice  of  the  barrel  shipper.  The 
rates  per  hundred  pounds  are  the  same  whether  carried  in 
tanks  or  barrels  ;  no  charge  is  made  for  tanks,  but  barrels  pay 
the  same  as  their  contents.  In  view  of  the  facts  found  and 
conclusions  reached  in  the  cases  above  mentioned,  we  must 
regard  the  subsequent  action  of  the  carriers  as  a  substantial 
compliance  with  the  requirements  then  made  by  the  Commis- 
sion in  the  respects  here  referred  to,  and  therefore  find  no 
occasion  for  further  directions  in  these  proceedings.  The 
question  of  the  free  carriage  of  barrels  is  not  presented  by  the 
complaints  now  under  consideration,  and  is  designedly  left 
open  for  such  determination  as  the  facts  and  circumstances  of 
particular  cases  may  hereafter  seem  to  require. 

The  third  ground  of  complaint  appears  to  be  wholly  un- 
founded. There  is  no  evidence  that  "  favored  "  shippers  have 
secured  carload  rates  on  less  than  carload  shipments,  or 
through  rates  on  local  shipments,  by  being  permitted  to  re- 
move portions  of  the  contents  of  cars  at  intermediate  stations 
between  the  points  of  shipment  and  of  destination.  The  veri- 
fied answers  of  the  defendants  explicitly  deny  that  any  such 
discriminations  have  occurred,  and  that  denial  is  fortified  by 
the  positive  testimony  of  their  witnesses.  The  petitioner  did 
not  appear  at  the  hearing,  though  duly  notified  thereof,  and 
has  offered  no  proof  in  support  of  the  information  and  belief 
upon  which  his  allegations  were  made.  As  to  these  charges 
the  complaint  must  be  dismissed. 
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THE  TECUMSEH  CELERY  COMPANY  V.  THE  CIN- 
CINNATI, JACKSON  &  MACKINAW  RAILWAY  COM- 
PANY  AND  THE  WABASH  RAILROAD  COMPANY, 


Complaint  filed  February  1, 1892.— Answer  of  Cincinnati,  Jackson  &  Mack- 
inaw Railway  Company  filed  February  d8, 1888.— Depositions  in  behalf 
of  complainant  filed  May  6, 1892.— Statement  of  facts  filed  by  complain- 
ant May  16, 1892.— Hearing  at  Detroit,  Michigan,  May  2, 1S98.— Decided 
June  15, 1893. 


1.  When  a  carrier  fails  to  answer  a  complaint  filed  under  section  18  of  the 

Act  to  regulate  commerce,  the  Commissiop  will  take  such  proof  of  the 
facts  as  may  be  deemed  proper  and  reasonable,  and  make  such  order 
thereon  as  the  circumstances  of  the  case  appear  to  require. 

2.  For  that  portion  of  its  line  over  which  the  Western  Classification  is  in 

force  the  Wabash  road  should  class  celery  with  caulifiower,  asparagus, 
lettuce,  green  peas,  string  beans,  oyster  plant,  e^  plant  and  other  vege- 
tables enumerated  in  Class  C  of  that  Classification,  rather  than  with 
berries,  peaches,  grapes,  and  other  fruits  specified  in  Class  UI.  thereof, 
and  the  defendants  should  transport  celery  from  Tecumseh  to  Kansas 
City  at  no  higher  rate  per  carload  than  they  charge  for  carrying  a  oar- 
load  quantity  of  any  of  said  other  vegetables  named  in  Class  C  afore- 
said ;  and  mixed  carloads  of  celery  and  caulifiower  or  other  vegetables 
specified  in  said  Class  C  of  the  Western  Classification  should  be  trans- 
ported by  the  defendants  from  Teciunseh  to  Kansas  City  at  no  higher 
rate  per  carload  than  they  charge  for  carrying  a  carload  quantity  of 
either  of  said  vegetable  articles,  embraced  in  that  class. 

W.  C,  BtuTidge  for  complainant. 

Sxcayne,  Swayiie  i&  Hayes  for  Cincinnati,  Jackson  &  Mack- 
inaw Railway  Company. 

BEPOBT  AND  OPINION  OF  THE  COMMISSION. 

Veazey,  Coviiaiss^ioner: 

The  petition  in  this  case  is  as  follows : 

''  I.  That  the  complainant  is  a  company  incorporated  under 
the  laws  of  the  State  of  Michigan,  and  has,  since  about  the 
month  of  August,  1887,  been  engaged  in  growing  yegetaUes 
near  the  town  of  Tecumseh  in  said  State,  and  shipping  the 
same  over  the  railroads  of  the  defendants  and  other  oarrien 
for  sale  in  various  markets. 
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"  II.  That  the  defendants  above-named  are  common  carriers 
and  under  a  common  control,  management,  or  arrangement 
for  continuous  carriage  or  shipment,  are  engaged  in  the  trans- 
portation of  property  wholly  by  railroad  between  Tecumseh, 
in  the  State  of  Michigan,  and  Kansas  City,  in  the  State  of 
Missouri,  and  as  such  common  carriers  are  subject  to  the  Act 
to  regulate  commerce. 

"  III.  That  the  rate  of  fifty-one  cents  per  hundred  pounds 
now  charged  by  defendants  to  the  complainant  for  the  trans- 
portation of  celery  in  carload  lots  of  not  less  than  twenty 
thousand  pounds,  released,  from  Tecumseh,  Michigan,  to  Kan- 
sas City,  Missouri,  is  unjust  and  unreasonable,  in  violation  of 
the  Act  to  regulate  commerce. 

"  IV.  That  defendants  by  charging  more  for  the  transporta- 
tion of  celery  in  carloads  from  Tecumseh,  aforesaid,  to  Kansas 
City,  aforesaid,  than  they  charge  for  the  transportation  in  car- 
loads of  cauliflower  and  other  vegetables,  similar  to  celery  in 
bulk,  weight,  and  value,  unjustly  discriminate  against  com- 
plainant and  subject  it  to  undue  and  unreasonable  prejudice 
and  disadvantage  in  violation  of  the  Act  to  regulate  com- 
merce. 

"  V.  That  defendants  by  refusing  [to  transport  celery  and 
other  vegetables,  of  similar  bulk  and  value,  together  in  what  is 
known  as  mixed  carload  lots  from  Tecumseh,  aforesaid,  to 
Kansas  City,  aforesaid,  at  the  higher  carload  rate  and  mini- 
mum carload  weight  specified  for  celery,  and  by  insisting  upon 
charging  the  carload  rate  on  minimum  carload  weight  of  twenty 
thousand  pounds  of  celery  when  only,  for  example,  seventeen 
thousand  pounds  thereof  is  loaded  in  a  car,  and  also  insist- 
ing upon  charging  the  less  than  carload  rates  upon,  for  example, 
three  thousand  pounds  of  cauliflower  loaded  in  the  same  car, 
exact  an  unlawful  and  unjust  charge  for  such  mixed  carloads, 
unjustly  discriminate  against  complainant  and  subject  it  to 
undue  and  unreasonable  prejudice  and  disadvantage,  in  viola- 
tion of  the  Act  to  Regulate  Commereo. 

"  By  way  of  specififation  under  the  foregoing  allegations  the 
coniplainnut  avers  and  sets  forth  that  the  transportation  of 
celery  in  carloads  over  defendants'  lines  from  Tecumseh, 
aforesaid,  to  Kansas  City,  aforesrid,  is  conducted  under  two 
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classifications  and  a  combination  rate,  namely;  Official  Classi- 
fication, Glass  lY,  nineteen  cents  per  hundred  pounds,  Tecum- 
seh  to  St.  Louis  or  Hannibal,  distance  about  four  hundred  and 
forty  miles ;  and  Western  Classification,  Class  III,  thirty-two 
cents  per  hundred  pounds,  St.  Louis  or  Hannibal  to  Kansas  City. 
That  shipments  are  made  released ;  and  the  form  of  release  in 
use  is  as  per  copy  thereof  attached  hereto,  and  marked  Ex- 
hibit A.  That  the  commodity  is  loaded  in  refrigerator  oars 
employed  by  defendant  in  the  transportation  of  dressed  beef 
and  similar  traffic  from  Kansas  City  to  eastern  points,  and 
complainant's  celery  furnishes  return  loads  for  these  cars, 
which  they  would  not  have  if  the  traffic  were  carried  in  other 
cars  or  shipped  to  points  in  other  directions.  That  the  cost 
of  refrigeration  is  not  included  in  the  rate  charged,  but  on  the 
contrary,  the  ice  used  for  refrigerating  purposes,  when  com- 
plainant's celery  is  transported  in  such  cars,  is  furnished  by 
complainant,  and  the  cost  thereof  is  a  charge  upon  the  trans- 
portation in  addition  to  the  rate  which  is  complained  of  as 
unlawful.  That  the  rate  on  celery  between  the  points  men- 
tioned was  twenty -five  cents  per  hundred  pounds  in  1887,  and 
complainant's  business  was  established  and  built  up  during 
the  time  it  continued  in  force.  That  in  or  about  the  month  of 
September,  1889,  the  rate  on  celery  from  Mississippi  Biver 
points  to  Kansas  City,  was  raised  by  a  change  in  the  Western 
Classification,  and  that  commodity  was  taken  out  of  Class  C, 
which  embraces  cauliflower  and  many  other  vegetables,  and 
placed  in  Class  III  of  said  Western  Classification.  That  the 
market  price  of  celery  had  declined  before  the  increase  in  rate 
and  has  since  that  time  further  declined.  That  celeiy  comes 
in  competition  in  the  Kansas  City  market  with  celery  shipped 
by  various  methods  from  several  localities,  and  it  also  com- 
petes for  sale  in  that  and  other  markets  of  the  world  with 
other  vegetables,  such  as  cauliflower,  asparagus,  lettuce,  green 
peas,  string  beans,  oyster  plant,  egg  plant,  and  the  finer  kinds 
of  vegetables  generally,  which  in  value  equal  or  exceed  the 
value  of  celery.  That  Class  III  of  said  Western  Classification, 
in  which  celery  is  now  placed,  also  includes  berries,  peaches, 
grapes,  and  green  fruits,  with  which  celery  cannot  successfully 
compete  for  sale  to  the  average  consumer.    That  the  sale  of 


666  INTERSTATE   COMMERCE   COMMISSION  REPORTS. 

the  complainaiit's  celery  is  injuriously  affected  by  the  defend- 
ants' excessive  rate  to  Kansas  City  as  compared  with  their 
lower  charges  on  such  competitive  vegetable  articles.  That  to 
be  reasonable  the  rate  on  celery  in  carloads  should  not  exceed 
the  rate  charged  on  other  vegetables  with  which  it  competes 
for  sale  and  which  are  embraced  in  Class  C  of  said  Western 
Classification.  That  complainant  while  complaining  of  the 
whole  rate  of  fifty-one  cents  per  hundred  pounds  as  unreason- 
able, desires  to  call  particular  attention  to  the  fact  that  it  is 
so  mainly  because  of  the  greatly  disproportionate  charge  for 
the  haul  to  Kansas  City  from  points  on  the  Mississippi  River. 
That  under  the  Ofiicial  Classification  mixed  carloads  of  com- 
modities differently  classed  may  be  shipped  at  the  carload 
rate  and  minimum  weight  per  carload  specified  for  the  article 
belonging  to  the  highest  class,  but  this  is  not  allowed  by  the 
Western  Classification.  Complainant  makes  no  claim  for  any 
reparation  to  which  he  may  be  entitled  by  reason  of  injuries 
sustained  under  the  unlawful  rate  aforesaid. 

"  The  complainant  prays  that  the  defendants  may  be  required 
to  answer  the  charges  herein,  and  that  after  due  hearing  and 
investigation  an  order  be  made  commanding  the  defendants  to 
cease  and  desist  from  said  violations  of  the  Act  to  regulate 
commerce,  and  for  such  other  and  further  order  as  the  Com- 
mission may  deem  necessary  in  the  premises." 

The  defendant,  the  Cincinnati,  Jackson  &  Mackinaw  Bail- 
way  admits  that  its  road  and  that  of  its  co-defendant,  the 
Wabash  Kailroad  Company,  forms  a  line,  of  railroad  from  Te- 
cumseh,  Michigan,  via  Britton,  Michigan,  to  Kansas  City, 
Missouri,  for  the  transportation  of  freight,  and  also  admits 
that  the  rates  are  as  set  out  in  the  complaint.  The  answer  of 
this  defendant  also  avers  that  the  rates  from  Tecumseh  to  East 
St.  Louis,  of  which  no  complaint  is  made,  and  which  alone  are 
pro-ratable,  arc  uniform,  reasonable  and  just ;  that  the  rates 
carged  from  East  St.  Louis  to  Kansas  City,  which  form  the 
basis  for  the  complaint  are  promulgated  and  exacted  by  the 
(liOVrcait  railroads  comprising  the  AVestern  Freight  Associa- 
tion, over  which  the  Cincinnati,  Jackson  <fe  Mackinaw  Railway 
has  no  control,  and  for  wliicli  it  sliould  not  be  held  respon- 
sible ;  that  the  claim  of  petitioner,  tliat  the  celery  is  loaded  in 
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refrigerator  cars  employed  by  the  defendants  in  the  transpor- 
tation of  dressed  beef  and  similar  traffic  from  Kansas  City  to 
eastern  points,  and  that  complainant's  celeiy  famishes  return 
loads  for  these  cars  is  not  applicable,  so  far  as  this  defendant 
is  interested,  as  this  defendant  has  been  compelled  to  haul 
the  empty  cars  to  Tecumseh  for  loading,  from  its  junction 
with  the  Wabash  Bailroad. 

Practically  no  defense  has  been  made  to  the  complaint  in 
this  case.  The  complaint  expressly  disclaims  any  attack  upon 
the  rates  charged  to  the  Mississippi  River,  and  the  Gincin*- 
nati,  Jackson  &  Mackinaw  Bailway  Company,  which  deUvers 
the  traffic  to  the  Wabash  at  Britton,  only  six  miles  from  Te- 
cumseh, is  a  necessary  party  merely  on  account  of  being  one 
of  the  connecting  carriers  in  the  through  line  over  which  the 
traffic  must  pass.  The  burden  of  defending  the  rates  com- 
plained  of  was  therefore  upon  the  Wabash  Bailroad  Company^ 
which  has  failed  to  answer  or  take  any  part  in  the  proceeding* 

Bule  XI  of  the  Bules  of  Practice  before  the  Commission^ 
provides  in  the  second  paragraph  that  "in  case  of  failure  to 
answer,  the  Commission  will  take  such  proof  of  the  facts  as 
may  be  deemed  proper  and  reasonable,  and  make  such  order 
thereon  as  the  circumstances  of  the  case  appear  to  require.'* 
On  April  19,  1892.  complainant  took  the  testimony  of  P.  W.  A* 
Fitzsimmons,  C.  M.  Woodward,  and  E.  J.  Hollister  by  deposi- 
tion, having  theretofore  duly  mailed  reasonable  notice  thereof 
to  each  of  the  defendant  corporations.  Neither  of  the  defend- 
ants participated  in  the  taking  of  such  depositions,  nor  was 
either  of  them  represented  at  the  hearing  before  the  Commis- 
sion in  Detroit,  on  May  2,  1893,  although  due  and  timely 
notice  of  such  hearing  was  given.  At  the  hearing  in  Detroit^ 
the  complainant  was  represented  by  counsel  and  its  manager^ 
Mr.  E.  J.  Hollister,  the  depositions  above  referred  to  were 
read  and  put  in  evidence,  and  Mr.  Hollister  was  also  sworn 
and  examined. 

This  traffic  from  Tecumseh  for  Kansas  City,  Missouri,  is 
taken  in  Wabash  cars  to  East  St.  Louis,  Illinois,  under  the 
Official  Classification  and  joint  through  rate  of  defendant  car- 
riers, and  from  East  St.  Louis  the  carriage  is  continued  in  the 
same  cars  to  Kansas  City  under  the  Western  Classification 


i'SS  INTERSTATE  COMMERCE  COMMISSION  BEPORTS. 

and  the  tariff  rate  of  the  Wabash  road,  but  the  carriage  is 
continuous  and  there  is  but  one  through  shipment  and  one 
tlirough  charge  from  Tecumseh  to  the  point  of  destination. 
The  carload  rate  from  Tecumseh,  Michigan,  to  East  St.  Louis, 
Illinois,  on  celery,  cauliflower,  asparagus,  string  beans,  green 
peas,  lettuce,  oyster  plant,  egg  plant,  etc.,  in  either  straight  or 
mixed  carloads  is  the  same,  19  cents  per  100  lbs.'  From  East 
St.  Louis  to  Kansas  City,  the  above  articles,  except  celery^  take 
the  Class  C  rate  of  15  cents  per  100  lbs.  in  either  straight  or 
mixed  carloads,  while  celery,  in  straight  carloads  only,  is 
charged  the  Class  III.  rate  of  32  cents  per  100  lbs.  The  through 
rate  from  Tecumseh  to  Kansas  City  on  celery  in  carloads  is 
51  cents  per  100  lbs.;  and  that  on  the  other  articles  mentioned, 
in  either  straight  or  mixed  carloads,  is  34  cents  per  100  lbs.; 
and  the  difference  is  wholly  caused  by  the  higher  classifica- 
tion of  celery  in  the  Western  Classification,  which  is  applied 
by  the  Wabash  to  that  portion  of  its  line  extending  from  East 

St.  Louis  to  Kansas  City.  It  is  matter  of  general  knowledge 
that  during  recent  years,  ami  especially  since  the  change  of 
classification  mentioned  in  the  complaint,  celery  has  come  into 
mucli  more  common  use.  Its  production  has  greatly  increased 
and  its  market  value  has  declined.  It  certainly  is  no  more  a 
table  luxury  than  some  of  the  vegetables  which  have  a  lower 
class  in  the  Western  Classification.  As  varied  or  qualified  by 
the  foregoing,  the  facts  stated  in  the  petition  are  found  to  hie 
true,  and  we  hold  that  the  complainant  is  entitled  to  the  relief 
claimed. 

Forthat  portion  of  its  line  over  which  the  Western  Classifi- 
cation is  in  force  the  Wabash  road  should  class  celery  with 
caulitiower,  asparagus,  lettuce,  green  peas,  string  beans,  oyster 
plant,  egg  plant,  and  other  vegetables  enumerated  in  Class  C 
of  that  Classification,  rather  than  with  berries,  peaches,  grapes, 
and  othiir  fruits  specified  in  Class  III  thereof,  and  the  defend- 
ants sliould  transport  celery  from  Tecumseh  to  Kansas  City 
at  no  higlier  rate  per  carload  than  they  charge  for  carrying  a 
carload  quantity  of  any  of  said  other  vegetables  named  in 
(/lass  C  at'on^said;  and  mixed  carloads  of  celery  and  cauli- 
H(>w<u-  or  other  vegctablos  specified  in  said  Class  C  of  the 
Wt'stcM'u  Classitication  should  be  transported  by  defendants 
from  Tecumseh  to  Kansas  City  at  no  higher  rate  per  carload 
than  they  charge  for  carrying  a  carload  quantity  of  either  of 
said  vegetable  articles  embraced  in  that  class.  Order  will  be 
entered  accordingly. 
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Barton  r.  C-hicago,  Rock  Island  &  Pacific  Railway  Co..  299. 

Railroad  Commission  of  Georgia  v.  Clyde  Steamship  Co.  et  al„  324. 

Railroatl  Coinmission  of  Georgia  v.  ()(M»an  Stoamship  Co.  etal,,  324. 

Railroad  Commission  of  Georgia  r.  Cincinnati.  Now  Orleans  &  Texas 
Pacific  Railway  Co.  et  ai,  3'24. 
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Railroad  Commission  of  Georgia  o.  Western  &  Atlantic  Railroad  Co. 

etal.,  324. 
Railroad  Commission  of  (Georgia  v.  South  Carolina  Railway  Co.  e£  al,, 

334. 
Railroad  Commission  of  Georgia  v.  Louisville  &  Nashville  Railroad  Co. 

etal.,  324. 
Independent  Refiners  Association  v.  Western  New  York  &  Pennsylvania 

Railroad  Co.  et  al„  415. 
Independent  Refiners  Association  v.  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Co.  et  oL, 

415. 
In  the  Matter  of  Alleged  Unlawful  Charges  for  the  Transportation  of  Coal 

by  the  Louisville  &  Nashville  Railroad  Co.,  466, 
Merchants  Union  of  Spokane  Falls  «.  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Co.  et 

al.y  478. 
Potter  Manufacturing  Co.  v.  Chicago  &  Grand  Trunk  Railway  Co.  et  oL, 

514. 
Loud  V.  South  Carolina  Railway  Co.  et  a/..  529. 
Board  of  Trade  of  Chattanooga  v.  East  Tennessee,  Virginia  &  Georgia 

Railway  Co.  et  aL,  546. 
Chamber  of  Commerce  of  Minneapolis  «.  Great  Northern  Railway  Co. 

etal.,  571. 
James  &  Abbot  v.  Canadian  Pacific  Railway  Co.  et  (tl,,  Q12. 
Parkhurst  &  Co.  v.  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Co.,  et  al,,  685. 
Nicolai  v.  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Co  ,  etal,,  685. 
Brownell  v.  Columbus  &  Cincinnati  Midland  Railroad  Co.  et  a/.,  688. 
Tecumseh  Celery  Co.  v,  Cincinnati,  Jackson  &  Mackinaw  Railway  Co.  et 

(U.y  663. 

3.  CoNSTRuoTioN  OF  Seoond  SEOTiON.—Unjust  Discrimination. 

Lehmann,  Hlgginson  &.  Co.  v.  Texas  &.  Pacific  Railway  Co.,  et  al,<t  44. 
Hezel  Milling  Co.  «.  St.  Louis,  Alton  &,  Terre  Haute  R.  R.  Co.  et  a/.,  57. 
In  the  Matter  of  the  Carriage  of  Persons  Free  or  at  Reduced  Rates  by 

the  Boston  &,  Maine  Railroad  Co.,  69. 
Harvey  9.  Louisville  &  Nashville  Railroad  Co.,  158. 
Toledo  Produce  Exchange  «.  Lake  Shore  k  Michigan  Southern  Railway 

Co.  etal.,  166. 
Eemble  v.  Lake  Shore  &  Michigan  Southern  Railway  Co.  et  a/.,  166. 
Rice  v.  Cincinnati,  Washington  &.  Baltimore  Railroad  Co.  U  al.^  1^. 
Rice  V.  Louisville  &  Nashville  Railroad  Co.,  198. 
Ra worth  v.  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Co.  et  al.,  284. 
Railroad  Commission  of  Georgia  «.  Clyde  Steamship  Co.  et  a/.,  824. 
Railroad  Commission  of  Georgia  v.  Ocean  Steamship  Co.  et  al,,  824. 
Railroad  Commission  of  Georgia  «.  Cincinnati,  New  Orleans  A  Texas 

Pacific  Railway  Co.  et  al.  324. 
Railroad  Commission  of  Georgia  v.  Western  k  Atlantic  Railroad  Co. 

et  al.,  324. 
Railroad  Commission  of  Georgia  v.  South  Carolina  R*y  Co.  et  a/.,  824. 
Railroad  Commission  of  Georgia  v.  Louisville  k  Nashville  Railroad  Co. 

etal.j  324. 
Independent  Refiners  Association  «.  Western  New  York  k  Pennsylvania 

Railroad  Co.  et  al,,  415. 
Independent  Refiners  Association  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  R.  Co.  eteU.^  415, 
In  the  Matter  of  Alleged  Unlawful  Charges  for  the  Transportation  of  Coal 

by  the  Louisville  &  Nashville  liaiiroad  Co.,  466. 
Potter  Manufacturing  Co.  v.  Chicago  k  Grand  Trunk  R'y  Co.  et  ol.,  514 
Brownell  v.  Columbus  &  Cincinnati  Midland  Railroad  Co.  et  a/.,  688. 
Rico  V.  St.  Louis  Southwestern  Railway  Co.  et  al.,  660. 
Tecumseh  Celery  Co.  v.  Cincinnati,  Jackson  k  Mackinaw  Railway  Ck>. 

et  al.,  6G3. 
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4.  Construction  of  Third  Section.— Preference  or  Advantage.^ 

Macloon  tJ.  Chicago  &  Northwestern  Railway  Co. ,  84. 

Lincoln  Creamery  v.  Union  Pacific  Railway  Co.,  156. 

Toledo  Produce  Exchange  v.  Lake  Shore  &  Michigan  Southern  Railway 

Co.  etui,  166. 
Kemble  v.  Lake  Shore  &  Michigan  Southern  Railway  Co.  et  al,^  166. 
Rice  V.  Cincinnati,  Washington  &  Baltimore  Railroad  Co.  et  cU,^  193. 
Rice  V.  Louisville  &  Nashville  Railroad  Co.  193. 
Eau  Claire  Board  of  Trade  v^  Chicago,  Milwaukee  &  St.  Paul  Railway 

Co.  etal,  364. 
Anthony  Salt  Co.  v.  Missouri  Pacific  Railway  Co.,  399. 
Anthony  Salt  Co.  «.  St.  Louis  &  St.  Francisco  Railway  Co..  299. 
Matthews  v.  Union  Pacific  Railway  Co.  et  al,,  399. 
Matthews  v.  Atchison,  Topeka  &  Santa  Fe  Railroad  Co.  et  cU.,  299. 
Barton  v.  Chicago,  Rock  Island  &  Pacific  Railway  Co.,  299. 
Railroad  Commission  of  Georgia  v.  Clyde  Steamship  Co.  et  al,j  824. 
Railroad  Commission  of  Georgia  v.  Ocean  Steamship  Co.  et  a/.,  824. 
Railroad  Commission  of  Georgia  v.  Cincinnati,  New  Orleans  &  Texas 

Pacific  Railway  Co.  et  al.,  334. 
Railroad  Commission  of  Georgia  v.  Western  &  Atlantic  Railroad  Co. 

et  al.,  324. 
Railroad  Commission  of  Georgia  v.  South  Carolina  R*y  Co.  et  al,^  824. 
Railroad  Commission  of  Georgia  v.  Louisville  &  Nashville  Railroad  Co. 

e««^.,334. 
Independent  Refiners  Association  v.  Western  New  York  &  Pennsylvania 

Railroad  Co.  et  al.,  415. 
Independent  Refiners  Association  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  R.  Co.  et  al,^  415. 
Merchants  Union  of  Spokane  Falls  iJ.Northern  Pacific  R.R.  Co.etal,,  478. 
Potter  Manufacturing  Co.  v.  Chicago  &  Grand  Trunk  R'y  Co.  et  ai,,  514. 
Board  of  Trade  of  Chattanooga  v.  East  Tennessee,  Virginia  &  Georgia 

Railway  Co.  et  al,,  546. 
Chamber  of  Commerce  of  Minneapolis  v.  Great  Northern  Railway  Co. 

etal,  571. 
James  &  Abbot  v.  Canadian  Pacific  Railway  Co.  et  cU,,  612. 
Rice  V.  St.  Louis  Southwestern  Railway  Co.  et  al.,  660. 
Tecumsoh  Celery  Co.  tJ.  Cincinnati,  Jackson  &  Mackinaw  Railway  Co. 

etal,  (363. 

5.  CoxsTKiTCTioN  OF  FouRTH  SECTION.— Long  and  Short  Haul  Clause. 

Perry  v.  Florida  Central  &  Peninsular  Railroad  Co.  et  al.y  97. 

Rice  V.  Ijouisville  &  Nashville  Railroad  Co.,  193. 

Raworth  v.  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Co.,  et  uL,  334. 

Anthony  Salt  Co.  o.  Missouri  Pacific  Railway  Co.,  399. 

Anthony  Salt  Co.  v.  St.  Louis  &  San  Francisco  Railway  Co.,  299. 

Matthews  v.  Union  Pacific  Railway  Co.  (t  al.   399. 

Matthews  v.  Atchison,  To])eka  &  Santo  Fo  Railroad  Co.  et  aLy  299. 

Barton  c.  Chicago,  Rock  Island  &  Pacific  Railway  Co.,  299. 

liailroad  Commission  of  Georgia  v.  Clyde  Steamship  Co.  et  cU.^  824. 

Railroad  Commission  of  Georgia  v.  Cincinnati,  New  Orleans  &  Texas 

Pacific  Railway  Co.  etnl.,  324. 
Railroad  Commission  of  Georgia  v.  Western  &  Atlantic  Railroad  Co.  et 

al,  324. 
Railroad  Commission  of  Georgia  u.  South  Carolina  Railway  Co.  et  aL^  824. 
Railroad  Commission  of  Georgia  v.  Louisville  &  Nashville  Railroad  Co. 

etal,  324. 
Merchants  Union  of  Spokane  Falls  v.  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Co.  et 

al.,  478. 
Board  of  Trade  of  Chattanooga  o.  East  Tennessee,  Virginia  &  Georgia 

Railway  Co.  et  al.,  MG. 
G«*rke  Brewing  Co.  o.  Louisville  &  Nashville  Railroad  Co.  et  aX.,  696. 


INDEX.  678 

6.  CoNSTRronos  of  Fifth  Bbotion.— Pooling. 

Independent  Refiners  Association  v  Western  New  York  &  Pennsylvania 

Railroad  Co.  et  al,^  415. 
Independent  Refiners  Association  «.  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Co.  et  oLj  416. 

7.  CoNSTRuoTioN   OF  SiXTH    SECTION.— Filing   and  Publication    of  Rates. 

JointTariffs. 

Railroad  Commission  of  Florida  «.  Savannah,  Florida  &  Western  Rail- 
way Co.  etal,,  18. 186. 

Lehman,  Higginson  &.  Co.  v.  Texas  &•  Pacific  Railway  Co.  et  al,,  44. 

In  re  Transportation  of  Coal  by  the  Louisville  &  Nashville  R.  R.  Co.,  466. 

8.  Construction  of  Eioiith  Section. — Damages. 

Macloon  v.  Chicago  &.  Northwestern  Railway  Co.,  84. 

9.  Construction  of  Ninth  Section. — Election  of  Tribunal. 

Macloon  v,  Chicago  &.  Northwestern  Railway  Co.,  84. 

10.  Construction  of  Twelfth  Section.— Enforcement  of  Statute. 
Railroad  Commission  of  Florida  «.  Savannah,  Florida  &  Western  Rail- 
way Co.  et  al,^  13,  186. 

Perry  v.  Florida  Central  k  Peninsular  Railroad  Co.  et  oL^  97. 
Rising  et  al,  v.  Savannah,  Florida  &  Western  Railway  Co.  et  oL^  190. 

11.  -Construction  of  Thirteenth  Section. — Complaints  and  Investigations. 

Railroad  Commission  of  Florida  v.  Savannah,  Florida  &  Western  Rail- 
way Co.  et  al.,  13,  186. 

Macloon  v.  Chicago  &,  Northwestern  Railway  Co..  84. 

Railroad  Commission  of  Georgia  «.  Clyde  Steamship  Co.  et  eU.,  894. 

Railroad  Commission  of  Georgia  «.  Ocean  Steamship  Co.  et  a/.,  834. 

Railroad  Commission  of  Georgia  «•  Cincinnati,  New  Orleans  &  Texaa 
Pacific  Railway  Co.  et  al,,  834. 

Railroad  Commission  of  Georgia  v.  Western  &,  Atlantic  Railroad  Co.  et 
al,,  324. 

Railroad  Commission  of  Geoigia  f>.  South  Carolina  R'y  Ca  4^  a/.,  884. 

Railroad  Commission  of  Geoigia  v,  Louisville  &  Naanvllle  Railroad  Co. 
etal.,  324. 

James  &  Abbot  v.  Canadian  Pacific  Railway  Co.  et  al,,  612. 

Tecumseh  Celery  Co.  v.  Cincinnati,  Jackson  &  Mackinaw  Railway  Co. 
etal.,6QS. 

12.  Construction  of   Fourteenth,  Fifteenth  and  Sixteenth  Sections. — 

Reparation. 
Macloon  v.  Chicago  &  Northwestern  Railway  Co.,  84. 
Perry  v.  Florida  Central  &  Peninsular  Railroad  Co.  et  al,,  97. 
Rising  et  al.  v.  Savannah,  Florida  &  Western  Railway  Co.  et  aL,  120. 

13.    CoNSTKldl  ION  OF  SEVENTEENTH  SECTION.— PraCtlCO. 

Toledo  Produce  Exchange  v.  Lake  Shore  &  Michigan  Southern  Railway 

Co.  elal.,  166. 
Kemble  v.  Lake  Shore  &.  Michigan  Southern  Railway  Co.  et  al,,  166, 
Railroad  Commission  of  Georgia  v.  Clyde  Steamship  Co.  et  al.,  824. 
Railroad  Commission  of  Georgia  v.  Ocean  Steamship  Co.  et  al,,  ^SMk, 
Railroad  Commission  of  Georgia  v,  Cincinnati,  New  Orleans  &  Texas 

Pacific  Railway  Co.  et  al.,  324. 
Railroad  Commission  of  Georgia  v.  Western  &  Atlantic  Railroad  Co.  et 

al  .  324. 
Railroad  Commission  of  Georgia  v.  South  Carolina  R*y  Co.  et  aL,  8S4. 
Railroad  Commission  of  Georgia  v,  Louisville  &>  Nashville  Railroad  Co. 

elal..  324. 
Rice  V.  St.  I^ouis  Southwestern  Railway  Co.  et  al.,  660. 
Tocuniseh  Celery  Co.  v.  Cincinnati,  Jackson  &  Mackinaw  Railway  Co. 

(tal.,  663. 
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14.    CONSTRFCTION  OF  TWESTT-SECOND  SECTION.— Exceptive  CItftUSe. 

In  the  Matter  of  the  Carriage  of  Persons  Free  or  at  Reduced  Rates  by 

the  Boston  &  Maine  Railroad  Co.,  09. 
Harvey  v.  Louisville  &  Nashville  liailroad  Co.,  153. 

15.  Denial  of  Application  for  Re-iieaking  after  Decision. 

Boston  Fruit  &  Produce  Exchange  v.  New  York  A  New  England  Railroad 
Co.  et  al.     Re  Application  of  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Co.,  1. 

Railroad  Commission  of  Florida  tJ.  Savannah,  Florida  A  Western  Rail- 
way Co.  et  al.,  136. 

Delaware  State  GranKO.  Patrons  of  Husbandry  tj.  New  York,  Philadelphia 
&  Norfolk  Railroad  Co.  ft  al,  1«1. 

Parkhurst  &  Co.  v.  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Co..  et  al,^  635. 

Nicolai  tJ.  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Co.,  et  aLy  635. 

AGREEMENT. 

Pooling.— Rail  and  Pipe  Line  Carriers. 

Independent  Refiners  Association  v.  Western  New  Y^ork  A  Pennsylvania 

Railroad  Co.  ft  al,,  415. 
Independent  Refiners  Association  v.  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Co.  et  al,^  415. 

AGGREGATE  CHARGES. 

Over  Connecting  Roads. — The  total  rate  or  charge  is  the  through  rate  that 
is  subject  to  the  scrutiny  of  the  regulating  authority. 
Railroad  Commission  of  Georgia  v.  Clyde  Steamship  Co.  et  al,^  324. 

ARRANGEMENT. 

See  Common  Control.  Management  or  Arrangement;   Tubough  Routes 
and  Through  Rates. 

BARLEY. 
Buchanan  v.  Northern  Pacilic  Railroad  Co.,  7. 

BARRELS. 

Free  Carriage  in  Shipments  of  Petroleum  Oil. 

Rice  7).  Cincinnati,  Washington  &  Baltimore  Railroad  Co.  et  oL,  198. 

Rice  V.  Louisville  &  Nashville  Railroad  Co.,  193. 

IiKlcpendent  Refiners  Association  v.  Western  New  York  &.  Pennsylvania 

Railroad  Co.  et  al,,  415. 
Independent  Refiners  Association  v.  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Co.  ^a^.,416. 
Rice  V.  St.  Louis  Southwestern  Railway  Co.  et  aLy  660. 

BEDROOM  SETS. 
Potter  Manufacturing  Co.  v.  Ciiicago  &  Grand  Trunk  R'y  Co,  et  at.,  614. 

hkrrip:s. 

Perry  r.  Florida  Central  &  Peninsuliir  Railroad  Co.  et  al.y  97. 
Rising  ft  al.  t.  Savannah,  Florida  &  Western  Railway  Co.  et  al.,  130. 
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BILLS  OP  LADING. 


Continuous  Carriagb  Undbr. 

Railroad  Commission  of  G^rgia  «.  Clyde  Steamship  Co.  et  oLf  89Ai 


BLANKET  RATES. 

Rice  o.  Cincimiati,  Washington  &  Baltimore  Railroad  Co.  0t  oi.,  196. 
Merchants  Union  of  Spokane  Falls  «.  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Oo.  ^ 
(U.,  478. 

See  Ratjes. 


BURDEN  OP  PROOF. 

1.  When  on  Carrier. 

Railroad  Commission  of  Georgia  v,  Clyde  Steamship  Co.,  et  oL,  884. 
James  &  Abbot  o.  Canadian  Pacific  Railway  Co.  et  a/.,  612. 
Tecumseh  Celery  Co.  o.  Cincinnati,  Jackson  &  Mackinaw  Railway  CSo. 
et  alj  668. 

2.  When  on  Complainant. 

Perry  v.  Florida  Central  &  Peninsular  Railroad  Co.  et  ai.y  97. 
Lincoln  Creamery  v.  Union  Pacific  Railway  Co.,  166. 
Brownell  v.  Columbus  &  Cincinnati  Midland  Railroad  Co.  et  o^.,  688. 
Rice  V.  St.  Louis  Southwestern  Railway  Co.  et  tU,,  660. 


BUTTER. 
Lincoln  Creamery  o.  Union  Pacific  Railway  Co.,  166. 

CAR-LOADS  AND  LESS  THAN  CAR-LOADS. 

1. — Car-loads. 

Barlbt. 

Buchanan  v.  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Co.,  7. 

Beer. 

Gerke  Brewing  Co.  v.  Louisville  &.  Nashville  Railroad  Co.  et  oL^  696. 

Berries. 

Perry  v.  Florida  Central  &  Peninsular  Railroad  Co.  et  al,,  97. 
Rising  et  al,  v.  Savannah,  Florida  &  Western  Railway  Co.  et  a/.,  190. 

Celery. 

Tecumseh  Celery  Co.  v,  Cincinnati,  Jackson  &  Mackinaw  Railway  Co. 
etal.,  663. 

Coal. 

Macloon  «.  Chicago  &  Northwestern  Railway  Co.,  84. 

Jn  re  Transportation  of  Coal  by  the  Louisville  &  Nashville  R.R.  Co.,  466. 

Class  and  Commodity  Freights. — Minimum  Weights. 

IVIerchanls  Union  of  Spokane  Falls  «.  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Co. 

etal.,A7S. 

Class  Freights. 

Toledo  Produce  Exchange  o.  Lake  Shore  &  Michigan  Southern  Railway 

Co.  etaL,  166. 
Kemble  v.  Lake  Shore  &  Michigan  Southern  Railway  Co.  et  a/.,  166. 

Eggs. 

Brownell  v.  Columbus  &  Cincinnati  Midland  Railroad  Co.  et  at,  688. 
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Finished  and  Unfinished  Bedroom  Sets, 

Potter  Manufacturing  Co.  v,  Chicago  &  Grand  Trunk  R*y  Co.  et  oi.,  514. 

Plouk. 

Hezel  Milling  Co.  v.  St.  Louis,  Alton  &  Terre  Haute  R.  R.  Co.  et  cU.^  57. 
Chamber  of  Commerce  of  Minneapolis  v.  Great  Northern  Railway  Co. 
etal.,  571. 

Genekal  Freight. 

Railroad  Commission  of  Florida  v.  Savannah,  Florida  &.  Western  Rail- 
way Co.  et  al.,  13,  136. 
Railroad  Commission  of  Georgia  v.  Clyde  Steamship  Co.  et  a/.,  334. 
Board  of  Trade  of  Chattanooga  v.  East  Tennessee,  Virginia  k  Georgia 
Railway  Co.  et  al.,  546. 

Lumber. 

Eau  Claire  Board  of  Trade  v.  Chicago,  Milwaukee  &  St.  Paul  Railway 
Co.  etal.,  264. 

Melons. 

Loud  V.  South  Carolina  Railway  Co.  et  al.,  529. 

Peaches  and  Vegetables. 

Boston  Fruit  &  Produce  Exchange  v.  New  York  A  New  England  Railroad 

Co.  et  al.     Re  Application  of  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Co.,  1. 
Delaware  State  Grange,  Patrons  of  Husbandry  «.  New  York,  Philadelphia 

&  Norfolk  Railroad  Co.  et  a/.,  161. 

Petroleum  and  its  Products. 

Rice  '0.  Cincinnati,  Washington  &  Baltimore  Railroad  Co.  et  al.,  193. 

Rice  V.  Louisville  &  Nashville  Railroad  Co.,  193. 

Independent  Refiners  Association  v.  Western  New  York  &  Pennsylvania 

Railroad  Co.  et  al.,  415. 
Independent  Refiners  Association  v.  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Co.  ettU,,  415. 
Parkhurst  &  Co.  v.  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Co.,  et  al.y  635. 
Nicolal  V.  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Co.,  et  al.,  635. 
Rice  V.  St.  Louis  Southwestern  Railway  Co.  et  al.y  660. 

Salt. 

Anthony  Salt  Co.  v.  St.  Louis  &  San  Francisco  Railway  Co.,  299. 

Shingles. 

James  &  Abbot  v.  Canadian  Pacific  Railway  Co.  et  al.y  612. 

Sugar. 

Lehraann,  Iligginson  &  Co.  v.  Texas  &  Pacific  Railway  Co.  et  al.,  44. 
Ra worth  v.  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Co.,  et  al.y  234. 

Wheat. 

Buchanan  v.  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Co.,  7. 

Chamber  of  Commerce  of  Minneapolis  v.  Great  Northern  Railway  Co. 
et  al.y  571. 

2. — Less  than  Car-loads. 

Butter. 

Lincoln  Creamery  v.  Union  Pacific  Railway  Co.,  156. 

Celery. 

Tecumseh  Celery  Co.  v.  Cincinnati,  Jackson  &  Mackinaw  Railway  Co. 
et  al.y  663. 

CLAfc*s  AND  Commodity  Freights. 

.Merchants  Union  of  Spokane  Falls  v.  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Co. 

(t  al.,  478. 

Class  Frkkmits. 

Toh'do  Produce  Exchanpfo  v.  Lake  Shore  &  Michigan  Southern  Railway 

Co.  (t  al.,  166. 
K<^nible  v.  Lake  Shore  &  Michigan  Southern  Railway  Co.  et  al.y  166. 
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Egos. 

Brownell  v,  Columbus  &  Cincinnati  Midland  Railroad  Co,  0taLf  688. 

General  Freight. 

Railroad  Commission  of  Florida  v.  Savannah,  Florida  &  Western  BmUJU 

weLyCo.,etal,,  13,  186. 
Railroad  Commission  of  Georgia  v.  Clyde  Steamship  Co.  et  at,  884. 
Board  of  Trade  of  Chattanooga  v.  East  Tennessee,  Viigiida  &  GeorglA 

Railway  Co.  et  a/.,  546. 

Peaches  and  Vegetables. 

Delaware  State  Grange,  etc.  v.  New  York,  Philadelphia  &  Norfolk  RaiU 
road  Co.  et  €U,,  161. 

8.— Mixed  Cab-loads. 

Celery  and  Other  Vegetables. 

Tecumseh  Celery  Co.  v.  Cincinnati,  Jaokson  &  Mackinaw  Bailwaj  CkK 
et  al.,  668. 

Class  and  Commodity  Freights. 

Merchants  Union  of  Spokane  Falls  «.  Northern  PAoiflo  Raili^oad  Oo. 
et  al.,  478. 

Spring  Bed  and  Mattress  Material. 

Murphy,  Wasey  &  Co. «.  Wabash  Railroad  Co.  et  oLj  188. 

CARRIAGE. 

See  Common  Control,  Management  ob  ABBAHeiMiMT.  CoHmnrons  Gab- 
BL^GE  OF  Freights. 

CARRIERS. 

See  AoT  to  Regulate  Commeroe;  Cab-loads  and  Lus  thav  Cab-loam  ; 
Cars;  Common  Control,  Management  ob  AsBAMasMXHT;  Oompbti- 
TiON;  Connecting  Lines;  Division  of  Thbough  Rates;  Ibtbrstatb 
Commerce;  Interstate  Commerce  Commission;  Pbaotiob;  Rates; 
Reasonable  Rates;  Re-hearing ;  Special  Train  Ssbyioi ;  Thbouqh 
Rates  ;  Through  Routes  and  Thbough  Rates;  Traffic  Assooiation  ; 
Relative  Rates;  Preference  or  Advantage;  Pbbjudiob  ob  Dis- 
advantage; Unjust  Discrimination;  Long  and  Short  Haul  Pbo- 
VISION ;  Classification. 

CARS. 

1.  Alleged  Discrimination  in  Furnishing,  Held  not  Sustaibtxd. 

Buchanan  v.  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Co.,  7. 

2.  Rule  Requiring  Shippers  to  Clean  Cars  Furnished   on   Side  Tbaok 

Unreasonable. 
Hezel  Milling  Co.  v.  St.  Louis,  Alton  A  Terre  Haute  R.  R.  Co.  et  oL^  07. 

3.  Rule  Requiring  Shippers  to  Load  Cars  on    Side  Track,  AoooBDnra 

to  Stations,  Not  Unreasonable. — lb. 

4.  Tank. 

Rice  V.  Cincinnati,  Washington  &  Baltimore  Railroad  Co.  et  at,  198* 

Rice  V,  Louisville  A  Nashville  Railroad  Co.,  193. 

Independent  I^eflners  Association  v.  Western  New  York  &  Pennsylvmift 

Railroad  Co.  et  al.,  415. 
Independent  Reflners)Association  9.  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Co.  etoL,  41ft. 
Rice  V,  St.  Louis  Southwestern  Railway  Co.  et  a/.,  660. 
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5.   PlOK-UP. 

Brownell  v.  Columbus  &.  Cincinnati  Midland  Railroad  Co.  et  (U.^  638. 

6.  Retukn  Loads  for  Empty. 

Buchanan  v.  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Co.,  7. 

Railroad  Commission  of  Florida  v.  Savannah,  Florida  &.  Western  Rcdl- 

way  Co.  et  at.,  13,  136. 
Lehmanu,  Iligginson  &  Co.  v.  T«»xas  &  Pacific  Railway  Co.,  et  al,,  44. 
Perry  v.  Florida  Central  &  Peninsular  Railroad  Co.  et  al.y  97. 
Rising  et  al.  v.  Savannah,  Florida  &  Western  Railway  Co.  et  al,j  120. 
Eau  Claire  Board  of  Trade  v.  Chicago,  Milwaukee  &  St.  Paul  Railway 

Co.  etuL,  264. 
Anthony  Salt  Co.  v.  Missouri  Pacific  Railway  Co.,  299. 


CASES  CITED  AND  AFFIRMED. 

1.  Nicolai  V.  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Co.  2  I.  C.  C.  Rep.,  181. 

Little  Rock  &  Meni[)his  Railroad  (^o.  v.  East  Tennessee,  Virginia  & 
Georgia  Railway  Co.  3  I.  C.  C.  Rep..  1. 

Boston  Fruit  &  Produce  Exchange  t.  New  York  &  New  England  Rail- 
road Co.  et  al.,  4  I.  C.  C.  Rep.,  664. 

Boston   Fruit    &   Produce  Exchange  v.  New  York  &  New   England 
Railroad  Co.  et  al.     Re  Application  of  Pennsyh'anla  Railroad,  1. 

2.  Chamber  of  Commerce  of  Milwaukee  v.  Flint  &  Pero  Marquette  Railroad 

Co.  et  al.,  2  J.  C.  C.  Rep.,  553. 
Mattingly  1?.  Pennsylvania  Co.,  3  I.  C.  C.  Rep.,  592. 
Brady  t>.P«Mmsylvanla  Railroad  Co.,  2  I.  C.  C.  Rep.,  131. 
Jnre  Rates  on  Food  Products,  4  I.  C.  C.  Rep.,  48. 

Railroad  (■onimlssion  of  Florida  r.  Savannah,  Florida  A  Western  Rail- 
way Co.  et  al.,  13.  136. 

3.  Stone  &  Carton  v.  Detroit,  Grand  Haven  &  Milwaukee  Railway  Co.,  8  I. 

C.  C.  Rep.,  613. 

Ilezel  Milling  Co.  «.  St.  Louis,  Alton  &  Torre  Haute  Railroad  Co.  et 
al.,  57. 

4.  /?i  re  Petition  of  Order  of  Railway  Conductors,  1  I.  C.  C.  Rep.,  8. 
Larrlson  v.  Chicago  &  Grand  Trunk  Railway  Co.,  1  I.  C.  C.  Rep.,  147. 
Smith  V.  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Co.,  1  I.  C.  C.  Rep.,  208. 

Grlffee  v.  Burlington  &  Missouri  Railroad  Co.,  2  I.  C.  C.  Rep.,  201. 
Slater  v.  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  (k).,  2  1.  C.  C.  Itep.,  a59. 
In  the  Matter  of  the  (Carriage  of  P<»rsons  Free  or  at  Reduced  Rates  by 
the  Boston  &  Maine  Railroad  Co.,  69. 

5.  Macloon  v.  Chicago  &  Northwestern  Railroad  Co.,  5  I.  C.  C.  Rep.,  84. 
Ill  re  Tariffs  and  Classifications  of  Atlanta  &  West  Point  Railroad  Co. 

etal.,  3  1.  C.  C.  Rep..  19. 
Hamilton  &  Brown  r.  Chattanooga,  Rome  &  Columbus  Railroad  Co.,  4 
I.  C.  C.  Rep.,  (i86. 
I'erry  v.  Florida  Central  &  P(?ninsular  Railroad  Co.,  97. 

6.  Coxe  Bros.  &  Co.  v.  Lehigh  Valley  Railroad  Co.,  4  I.  C.  C.  Rep.,  577. 
Perry  v.  Florida  Central  &  PcMilnsular  Railroad  Co.,  5  I.  C.  C.  Rep.,  97. 

Murphy,  Wasey  &  Co.  v.  Wabash  Railroad  (!o.  et  al.,  122. 

7.  Macloon   -f.  (^hu^ago  «fe  Northwestern  Railroad  Co.,  5  J.  C.  C  Rep.,  84. 

Railroad  Commission  of  Florida  v.  Savannah,  Florida  &  Western  Rail- 
way  Co.  ft  nl.y  136. 

8.  In  re  Carriage  of  lVi*fions,  (?tc.,  by  the  Boston  &  Maine  Railroad  Co.,  5 

J.  C.  C.  Rep.,  69. 

llarvev  v.  Loulsvilhi  &  Nashville  Railroad  Co.,  153. 

9.  I/i  re  Tank  and  Barrel  Rates  on  Oil,  2  I.  C.  (■.  Hep.,  365. 

Riee  r.  Atchison.  Topeka  &  Santa  Ke  Railroad  C-o.,  4  I.  C.  C.  Rep.,  228. 
Rice  c.  Cincinnati.  Washington  &  Baltimore  Railroad  Co.  et  al,j  193. 
Rice  v.  Louisville  it  Nashville  ilailroad  Co.,  193. 
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10.  In  re  Petition  of  Louisville  k  Nashville  Railroad  Co.  et  al,,  1 1.  C.  C. 

Rep.,  80. 
James  A  Mayer  Buggy  Co.  v,  Cincinnati,  New  Orleans  &  Texas  Pacific 
Railway  Co.,  4  I.  C.  C.  Rep.,  744. 
Raworth  v.  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Co.,  et  cU,,  234. 

11.  In  re  Petition  of  Louisville  &  Nashville  Railroad  Co.  et  al.y  1 1.  C.  C. 

Rep.,  31. 
Boston  Fruit  A  Produce  Exchange  v.  New  York  k  New  England  Railroad 

Co.  et  aL,  4  I.  C.  C.  Rep.,  664. 
Mattingly  f>.  Pennsylvania  Co.,  3  L  C.  C.  Rep.,  592. 
In  re  TarifiCs  and  Classifications  of  Atlanta  k  West  Point  Railroad  Co. 

et  al.,  3  I.  C.  C.  Rep.,  14. 
Hamilton  k  Brown  v.  Chattanooga,  Rome  k  Columbus  Railway  Co.  et 

a/.,4L  C.  C.  Rep.,  686. 
Coxe  Bros,  k  Co.  «.  Lehigh  Valley  Railroad  Co.,  4  I.  C.  C.  Rep.,  535. 
Brady  v.  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Co.,  2  I.  C.  C.  Rep.,  131, 
James  k  Mayer  Buggy  Co.  v.  Cincinnati,  New  Orleans  k  Texas  Pacific 

Railway  Co.  etal.,\  I.  C.  C.  Rep.,  744. 
Providence  Coal  Co.  tj.  Providence  k  Worcester  Railroad  Co.,  1 1.  C.  C. 

Rep.,  107. 
In  re  Chicago,  St.  Paul  k  Kansas  City  Railroad  Co.,  2  L  C.  C.  Rep.,  231. 

Railroad  Commission  of  Georgia  v.  Clyde  Steamship  Co.  ettU,^  324. 

12.  In  re  Tank  and  Barrel  Rates  on  Oil,  2  L  C.  C.  Rep.,  365. 

Rice,  Robinson  k  Witherop  «.  Western  New  York  k  Pennsylvania  Rail- 
road Co.  et  al..  4.  I.  C.  C.  Rep.,  131. 

Rice  V.  Louisville  k  Nashville  Railroad  Co.  etal.,\  I.  C.  C.  Rep.,  503. 

Rice  V.  Cincinnati,  Washington  k  Baltimore  Railroad  Co.  et  (U.,  ^  I,  C 
C.  Rep.,  193. 

Independent  Refiners  Association  v.  Western  New  York  k  Pennsyl- 
vania Railroad  Co.  et  al.,  415. 

13.  Raworth  v.  Northeni  Pacific  Railroad  Co.  et  al.,  5  L  C.  C.  Rep.,  234. 

3Ierchants  Union  of  Spokane  Falls  «.  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Co. 
etaL.  478. 

14.  Murphy,  Wasoy  k  Co.  v.  Wabash  Railroad  Co.,  5  L  C.  C.  Rep.  122. 

Potter  Manufacturing  Co.  v.  Chicago  k  Grand  Tnmk  Railway  Co.  et 
al.,  514. 

15.  Delaware  State  Grange,  etc.  v.  New  York,  Philadelphia  k  Norfolk  Rail- 

road Co.  etal.^Al.  C.  C.  Hep.,  (m. 

Loud  V.  South  Carolina  Railway  Co.  et  al.,  529. 

16.  Railroad  Commission  of  Georgia  v.  Clyde  Steamship  Co.  et  a^.,  5  I.  C. 

C.  Rep.,  324. 
BoaAl  of  Trade  of  Chattanooga  v.  East  Tennessee,  Virginia  k  Georgia 
Railway  Co.  et  al.,  546. 
Gorke  Brewing  Co.  t).  Louisville  k  Nashville  Railroad  Co.  et  al.y  596. 

17.  Eau  Claire  Board  of  Trade  «.  Chicago,  3Iilwaukee  k  St.  Paul  Railway 

Co.  et  aL,  5  I.  C.  C.  Rep.,  264. 
Chamber  of  Commerce  of  Minneapolis  v.  Great  Northern  Railway  Co.  et 

al.,  5L  C.  C.  Rep.,  571. 
Logan  et  al.  v.  (^hicago  k  Northwestern  Railway  Co.,  1  L  C.  C.  Rep.,  604. 
Brady  et  al.  v.  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Co.,  2  L  C.  C.  Rep.,  131. 
Manufacturors  k  Jobbers  Union  v.  Minneapolis  k  St.  Louis  Railway  Co., 

4  L  C.  C.  Rep.,  79. 

James  k  Abbot  v.  Canadian  Pacific  Railway  Co.  et  a/.,  612. 

18.  Thurber  et  al.  v.  New  York  Central  k  Hudson  River  Railroad  Co.  et  a/., 

3  L  C.  C.  Rep.,  473. 

Brownell  r.  Columbus  k  Cincinnati  Midland  Railroad  Co.  et  aL^  688. 

CASES  DISTINGUISHED. 

1.  Railroad  Commission  of  Florida  v.  Savannah,  Florida  k  Western  Rail- 
way Co.  etal,,  13, 186. 
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Perry  v.  Florida  Central  &  Peninsular  Railroad  Co.  et  al.,  97. 
2.  Boston  Chamber  of  Commerce  v.  Lake  Shore  &  Michigan  Southern  Rail- 
road Co.  et  al.y  I.  C.  C.  Rep.,  436. 

Toledo  Pioduce  Exchange  v.  Lake  Shore  &  Michigan  Southern  Rail- 
way Co.  et  al.,  106. 
Kemble  v.  Lake  Shore  &  Michigan  Southern  Railway  Co.  et  al.,  166. 
8.  Rice  V.  Louisville  A  Nashville  Railroad  Co.,  1 1.  C.  C.  Rep.,  552. 

Scofleld  V.  Lake  Shore  &  Michigan  Southern  Railroad  Co.,  2  L  C.  C. 

Rep.,  90. 
Rice,  Robinson  &  Witherop  v.  Western  New  York  &  Pennsylvania  Rail- 
road Co.,  4  L  C.  C.  Rep.,  131. 

Rice  V.  Cincinnati,  Washington  &  Baltimore  Railroad  Co.  et  al,,  193. 
Rice  V.  Louisville  &  Nashville  Railroad  Co.,  193. 

4.  Lehmann,  Higgiuson  &  Co.  v.  Southern  Pacific  Co.  et  a^,  41.  C.  C.  Rep.,  1. 

Raworth  v.  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Co.,  234. 

5.  l^ice  V.  Louisville  &  Nashville  Railroad  Co.  et  al.,  1 1.  C.  C.  Rep.,  603. 
Scofield  V,  Lake  Shore  &  Michigan  Southern  Railroad  Co.,  2  I.  C.  C. 

Rep.,  90. 

Independent  Refiners  Association  v.  Western  New  York  &  Pennsyl- 
vania Railroad  Co.  et  al.^  415. 

6.  Bates  «.  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Co.,  3  I.  C.  C.  Rep.,  435. 

Chicago  Board  of  Trade  v.  Chicago  &  Alton  Railroad  Co.,  4  I.  C.  C. 
Rep.,  158. 
Potter  Manufacturing  Co.  v.  Chicago  &  Grand  Trunk  Railway  Co.  et 
al,j  514. 

CASE  PARTIALLY  OVERRULED. 

In  re  Petition  of  Loui8\ille  &  Nashville  Railroad  Co.  et  al.,  1 1.  C.  C. 
Rep.,  31. 
Railroad  Commission  of  Georgia  v.  Clyde  Steamship  Co.  et  al.,  824. 

CELERY. 

Tecumseh  Celery  Co.  v,  Cincinnati,  Jackson  &.  Mackinaw  Railway  Co. 
etal.,  663. 

CHARTER  OF  CARRIER. 

Northern  Pacific  Railroad. 

The  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Co.  is  not  exempt  under  its  charter  from 
the  authority  to  regulate  rates  conferred  on  the  Commission  by  the 
Act  to  regulate  commerce. 
Raworth  tJ.  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Co.,  et  al.,  234. 

The  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Company,  notwithstanding  certain  pro- 
visions in  its  charter,  is  subject,  like  all  interstate  carriers,  to  the 
authority  conferred  by  Congress  in  the  Act  to  regulate  commerce. 
Citing  and  affirming  Raworth  ©.  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Co.,  6  I.  C 
C.  Rep.,  257. 

Merchants  Union  of  Spokane  Falls  tJ.  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Co. 
etaL,  478. 

CIRCUMSTANCES  AND  CONDITIONS. 

1.  What  May  Constitutk  Dissimii.au. 

Anthony  Salt  Co.  v,  St.  Louis  A-  San  Francisco  Railway  Co.,  299. 
Railroad  Commission  of  Gj'orjjjia  v.  Clyde  Steamship  Co.  et  al.^  324. 
Jn  re  Transportation  of  Coal  by  Louisville  &  Nashville  Railroad  Co., 466. 
Merchants  Union  of  Spokane  Falls  v.  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Co.  et 

al.,  47S. 
Board  of  Trade  of  Chattanooga  v  East  Tennessee, '^Virginia  &  Georgia 

Railway  Co.  ef.  al.,  540. 
Gerko  Brewing  Co.  v.  Louisville^  iSi  Nashville  Railroad  Co.  et  a/.,  596. 
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2.  What  Do  Not  Cokstitute  Dissimilar. 

Hezel  Milling  Co.  o.  St.  Louis,  Alton  ft  Terre  Haute  Railroad  Co.  0^  oi.,  07. 
In  re  Carriage  of  Passengers,  etc.,  by  the  Boston  ft  Maine  R.  R.  Co.,  09. 
Perry  v.  Florida  Central  ft  Peninsular  Railroad  Co.  etal.^Vt. 
Rising  et  al  v.  Savannah,  Florida  ft  Western  Railway  Co.  et  al,,  190. 
Rice  «.  Louisville  ft  Nashville  Railroad  Co.;  198. 
Ra worth  o.  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Co.,  et  al,,  284. 
Railroad  Commission  of  Georgia  «.  Clyde  Steamiaihip  et  al,^  834. 
Board  of  Trade  of  Chattanooga  v.  East  Tennessee,  Vi^g^ia  ft  GeorglA 

Railway  Co.  et  a/.,  546. 
Oerke  Brewing  Co.  «.  Louisville  ft  Nashville  Railroad  Co.  etal,,  696. 

8.  Those  which  Arisb  upon  thb  Carribrs  Own  Linb.   Dibsimilasttt  Caitbid 

BT  DiFFBRBNOB  IN  CUABAOTBR  OF  ShIPMBNTS  AND  VARIATION  IN  FOBMS 

OF  Bills  of  Lading. 
Railroad  Commission  of  (Georgia  v.  Clyde  Steamship  Co.  et  oL^  8S4. 

•  

4.  What  do  Not  Justify  Existing  DisPARrrY  in  Ratbs  Complainbd  or. 
Railroad  Commission  of  G^rgia  v,  Clyde  Steamship  Co.  et  ai.,  884. 
Board  of  Trade  of  Chattanooga  v.  East  Tennessee,  Viiginia  ft  GeorglA 

Railway  Co.  et  al,,  546. 
Gerke  Brewing  Co.  o.  Louisville  ft  Nashville  Railroad  Co.  et  nL^  596. 

See  Long  and  Short  Haul  Provision  ;  Unjust  Dibordcination. 

CLASS  FREIGHTS. 

Railroad  Commission  of  Georgia  v.  Clyde  Steamship  Co.  et  al.^  884. 
Merchants  Union  of  Spokane  Falls  «.  Northern  Fiusiflo  Railroad  Go.  #C 

al.,  478. 
Board  of  Trade  of  Chattanooga  «.  East  Tennessee,  Virginia  ft  Georgia 

Railway  Co.  et  €U.,  546. 

CLASSIFICATION. 

1.  Unrbasonablb  Rates  Causbd  by  Unjust  Classifioation.     Mizxd  Cab- 

loads.    Murphy,  Wasey  ft  Co.  v,  Wabash  Railroad  Co.  et  oL,  188. 
Tecumseh  Celery  Co.  v,  Cincinnati,  Jackson  ft  Mackinaw  Railway  Co., 
etal.y  663. 

2.  Exceptions  to  Classifioation  on  Commodities  Carribd   to  Terminal 

Points.  Merchants  Union  of  Spokane  Falls  «.  Northern  Padflo  Rail- 
road Co.  etal.,  478. 

3.  Car-load  and  Less  than  Car-load  Lots. 

When  an  article  moves  in  sufficient  volume  and  the  demands  of  oom* 
merce  will  be  better  served,  it  is  reasonable  to  give  a  lower  olassifloar 
tion  for  car-loads  than  that  which  is  applied  to  less  than  oar-load 
quantities,  but  the  difference  in  such  classification  should  not  be  so 
wide  as  to  be  destructive  to  competition  between  large  and  small 
dealers.  Thurber  v.  N.  Y.  C.  ft  Hudson  River  R.  R.  Co.,  8  L  C.  O. 
Rep..  473,  cited  and  re-afiirmed.  The  justice  of  the  claim  for  a  lower 
rating  on  car-load  lots  can  only  be  determined  by  the  facts  in  each 
case. 

Brownell  v.  Columbus  &  Cincinnati  Midland  Railroad  Co.  et  al,,  688. 

4.  Purpose  of  Classification  in  Rate  Making. — lb. 

5.  Basis  of  Compakison.    Analogous  Articles. 

Unreasonable  or  unjust  classification  of  a  commodity  is  not  shown  l^ 
evidence  of  lower  classification  for  articles  widely  dissimilar  in  the 
elements  of  risk,  weight,  bulk,  value  or  general 'character.  The 
proper  method  of  comparison  is  the  classification  accorded  by  eanleiv 
to  analogous  articles. — lb. 
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6.  Celery.    Mixed  Car-loads. 

For  that  portion  of  its  line  over  which  the  Western  Classification  is  In 
force  the  Wabash  road  should  class  celery  with  cauliflower,  asparagus, 
lettuce,  green  peas,  string  beans,  oyster  plant,  egg  plant,  and  other 
vegetables  enumerated  in  Class  C  of  that  classification,  rather  than 
with  berries,  poaches,  grapes,  and  other  fruits  specified  in  Class  III. 
thereof,  and  the  defendants  should  transport  celery  from  Tecumseh  to 
Kansas  City  at  no  higher  rate  per  ear-load  than  they  charge  for  carry- 
ing a  car-load  quantity  of  any  of  said  other  vegetables  named  in  Class 
C  aforesaid;  and  mixed  car-loads  of  celery  and  cauliflower  or  other 
vegetables  specified  in  Class  C  of  the  Western  Classiflcation  should  be 
transported  by  defendants  from  Tecumseh  to  Kansas  City  at  no  higher 
rate  per  car-load  than  th(^y  charge  for  carrying  a  car-load  quantity  of 
either  of  said  vegetable  articles  embraced  in  that  class. 

Tecumseh  Celery  Co.  v,  Cincinnati,  Jackson  &  Mackinaw  Railway  Co. 
etal.,  663. 

CLASS  RATES. 

3Ierchants  Union  of  Spokane  Falls®.  Union  Pacific  Railroad  Co.  ettU. 

478. 

COAL. 

Macloon  t?.  Chicago  &  Northwestern  Railway  Co.,  84. 
In  re  Transportation  of  Coal  by  the  Louisville  &  Nashville  Railroad  Co.. 
466. 

COMBINATION  RATKS. 
See  Rates. 

COMMERCIAL  CONSIDERATIONS. 

Raworth  tj.  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Co..  ct  al.,  234. 

Eau  Claire  Board  of  Trade  v.  Chicago,  Milwaukee  &  St.  Paul  Railway 

Co.,  HaL,  264. 
Anthony  Salt  Co.  v.  St.  Louis  &  San  Francisco  Railway  Co.,  399. 
Railroad  Commission  of  Georgia  v.  Clyde  Steamship  Co.  et  al,^  384. 
Potter  Manufacturing  Co.  v.  Chicago  &  Grand  Trunk  Railway  Co.  et  cU.y 

514. 
Loud  r.  South  Carolina  Railway  Co.  ft  al.,  529. 
Chamber  of  Commerce  of  Minneapolis  v.  Great  Northern  Railway  Co.  et 

al.j  571. 

COMMODITIES. 

See  Traffic. 

COMMODITY  RATES. 

See  Rates,  10;  Unjust  Disckimination,  12;  Long  and  Short  Haul 
Pko VISION,  3. 

COMM(.)N  CONTROL,  MANAGEMENT  OR  ARRANGEMENT. 

1.    Akkangement  for  Thkough  Tiiansi'oktation. 

Where  an  arrangement  exists  b<»l\veeri  conne<;ting  carriers  for  through 
transportation,  tho  minimum  through  rates  prescribed  by  the  Com- 
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mission  after  investigation  must  prevail,  irrespective  of  tlie  method  of 
division  between  the  carriers. 
Boston  Fruit  &  Produce  Exchange  «.  New  York  &  New  England  Rail-^ 
road  Co.  et  al.    Re  Application  of  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Co.,  1. 

2.    Common  Arkangbment.    Water  and  Rail  Lines. 

The  defendants,  the  Clyde  Steamship  Co.,  The  New  York  A  Texas 
Steamship  Co.,  and  the  Florida  Central  A  Peninsular  Railroad  Co., 
are  common  carriers  engaged  in  interstate  commerce  by  arrangement 
as  alleged  in  the  complaint,  and  as  such  are  subject  to  the  jurisdiotiozi 
of  this  Commission  in  respect  thereto. 

Railroad  Commission  of  Florida  v.  Savannah,  Florida  &  Western  RaiU 
way  Co.  et  o^.,  18,  136. 

8.    Continuous  Shipments. 

Carriers  should  not  treat  shipments  of  traffic  intended  to  be  oontinuoas 
between  interstate  points  as  consisting  of  two  kinds  of  service,  inde- 
pendent  of  each  other,  the  one  to  or  from  a  so-called  basing  or  com- 
petitive point  on  a  through  rate,  and  the  other  between  the  basing  or 
competitive  point  and  a  so-called  local  or  intermediate  point  on  a 
local  rate.  He  Tadfite  of  Atlanta  &  West  Point  Railroad  Co.  et  al.^ 
8  I.  C.  C.  Rep.,  46,  Hamilton  &.  Brown  «.  Chattanooga,  Rome  i 
Columbus  Railway  Co.  et  a^.,  4  I.  C.  C.  Rep.,  686,  Cited  and  affirmed. 

Perry  v.  Florida  Central  &  Peninsular  Railroad  Co.  0^  a/.,  97. 

Rising  et  al.  v.  Savannah,  Florida  &  Western  Railway  Co.  et  al,,  120. 

4.    Construction. 

The  phrase  "  common  control,  management  or  arrangement  for  contin"' 
uous  carriage  or  shipment "  in  the  first  section  of  the  Act  to  r^olate 
commerce  was  intended  to  cover  all  interstate  traffic  canied  througli 
over  all  rail  or  part  water  and  part  rail  lines.  The  receipt  suooesaively 
by  two  or  more  carriers  for  transportation  of  traffic  shipped  under 
through  bills  for  continuous  carriage  over  their  lines  is  assent  to  & 
common  arrangement  for  such  continuous  caixiage  or  shipment,  and 
previous  formal  arrangement  between  them  Is  not  necessary  to  brin^ 
such  transportation  under  the  terms  of  the  law. 

Railroad  Commission  of  Georgia  v,  Clvde  Steamship  Co.  et  a/.,  324. 

Board  of  Trade  of  Chattanooga  v.  East  Tennessee,  Virginia  &  G^rgla 
Railway  Co.  et  al. ,  546. 

Gerke  Brewing  Co.  v,  Louisville  &  Nashville  Railroad  Co.  et  ai.,  696. 


COMPETITION. 

1.  Carriers,  Subject  to  the  Act. 

Board  of  Trade  of  Chattanooga  v.  East  Tennessee,  Virginia  &  G(eorgia 

Railway  Co.  et  al.,  646. 
Gerke  Brewing  Co.  v,  Louisville  &  Nashville  Railroad  Co.  et  a/.,  596. 

2.  Carriers,  Not  Sub.iect  to  tbe  Act. 

Railroad  Commission  of  Georgia  v,  Clyde  Steamship  Co.,  et  a/.,  824. 
Board  of  Trade  of  Chattanooga  v.  East  Tennessee,  Virginia  &  Geoigia 

Railway  Co.  et  a/.,  546. 
Gerke  Brewing  Co.  v,  Louisville  &  Nashville  Railroad  Co,  etcU,,  696.  - 

3.  Legitimate  and  Illegitimate.— i^. 

4.  Effect  of  *'  Log  Drive  "  on  Competing  Shingle  Mills. 
James  &  Abbot  v.  Canadian  Pacific  Railway  Co.  et  cU,,  612. 
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5.    Foreign  Railroad. 

Raworth  v.  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Co.,  et  al..  234. 
Railroad  Commission  of  Georgia  v,  Clyde  Steamship  Co.,  et  al.,  324. 
•Merchants  Union  of  Spokane  Falls  «.  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Co.  €t 
al.,  478. 

^.    Market. 

Raworth  v.  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Co.,  et  al.j  234. 

Railroad  Commission  of  Georgia  v.  Clyde  Steamship  Co.  et  al.,  824. 

Board  of  Trade  of  Chattanooga  o.  East  Tennessee,  Virginia  &  Georgia 

Railway  Co.  et  al,y  546. 
Gerke  Brewing  Co.  v.  Louisville  &  Nashville  Railroad  Co.  et  aL,  596. 

7.    Railroad. 

Perry  v.  Florida  Central  &  Peninsular  Railroad  Co.  et  al.,  97. 
Railroad  Commission  of  Georgia  v.  Clyde  Steamship  Co.  et  aL,  324. 
Board  of  Trade  of  Chattanooga  v.  East  Tennessee,  Virginia  &  Georgia 

Railway  Co.  et  cU.,  546. 
Gerke  Brewing  Co.  v.  Louisville  &  Nashville  Railroad  Co.  et  al,y  596. 

^.    State  Railroad. 

Railroad  Commission  of  Georgia  v.  Clyde  Steamship  Co.  et  al,,  324. 

^.    Water. 

Perry  v.  Florida  Central  &  Peninsular  Railroad  Co.,  et  aL,  97. 

Rice  V.  Cincinnati,  Washington  &  Baltimore  Railroad  Co.  et  eU.,  198. 

Rice  V.  Louisville  &  Nashville  Railroad  Co.,  193. 

Raworth  v.  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Co.  et  al,,  234. 

Railroad  Commission  of  Georgia  v.  Clyde  Steamship  Co.  et  cU.,  324. 

In  re  Transportation  of  Coal  by  Louisville  &  Nashville  R.  R.  Co.,  466. 

Merchants  Union  of  Spokane  Falls  v.  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Co.  et 

al,,  478. 
Board  of  Trade  of  Chattanooga  f>.  East  Tennessee,  Virginia  &  Georgia 

Railway  Co.  et  al.,  546. 
James  &.  Abbot «.  Canadian  Pacific  Railway  Co.  et  al.,  612. 

See  Long  and  Short  Haul  Provision.    Prbfbrencb  or  Advantage,  10. 
Reasonable  Rates,  12. 

COMPETITIVE  POINTS. 

Perry  v.  Florida  Central  &  Peninsular  Railroad  Co.  et  al.,  97. 
Rising  et  al.  v.  Savannah,  Florida  A  Western  Railway  Co.  et  al,  120. 
Toledo  Produce  Exchange  v.  Lake  Shore  &  Michigan  Southern  Railway 

Co.  etal.,  166. 
Kemble  v.  Lake  Shore  &  Michigan  Southern  Railway  Co.  et  al.,  166. 
Rice  V,  Cincinnati,  Washington  &  Baltimore  Railroad  Co.  et  al.,  193. 
Rice  V.  Louisville  &  Nashville  Railroad  Co.,  193. 
Raworth  v.  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Co.  et  al.,  234. 
Eau  Claire  Board  of  Trade  v.  Chicago,  Milwaukee  &  St.  Paul  Railway 

Co.  etal.,  204. 
Anthony  Salt  Co.  v.  St.  Louis  &  San  Francisco  Railway  Co.,  299. 
Railroad  Commission  of  Georgia  v.  Clyde  Steamship  Co.  et  al.,  324. 
In  re  Transportation  of  Coal  by  Louisville  &  Nashville  R.  R.  Co.,  466. 
Merchants  Union  of  Spokane  Falls  «.  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Co.,  et 

al.,  478. 
Chamber  of  Commerce  of  Minneapolis  n.  Great  Northern  Railway  Co.  et 

al.,  571. 
Board  of  Trade  of  Chattanooga  «.  East  Tennessee,  Virginia  &  Georgia 

Railway  Co.  et  al.,  546. 
Gerke  Brewing  Co.  v.  Louisville  &  Nashville  Railroad  Co.  et  al.,  596. 
James  &  Abbott).  Canadian  Pacific  Railway  Co.  et  al.,  612. 
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COMPLAINT. 

1.  By  State  Railroad  Commission. 

Railroad  Commission  of  Fiorida  v.  Savannah,  Florida  A  Western  Rail- 

way  Co.  et  al.,  13,  136. 
Railroad  Commission  of  Georgia  v.  Clyde  Steamship  Co.  etcU.,  324. 

2.  Effect  upon  Complaint  of  Action  by  the  Complaining  State  Com* 

MISSION  IN  Regard  to  the  Rates  within  the  State. — lb. 

3.  Should  be  Directed  Against  the  Aggregate  Charge. 

Chamber  of  Commerce  of  Minneapolis  v.  Great  Northern  Railway  Co* 
et  al.,  571. 

4.  Commission  Merchants  as  Complaints. 

James  &  Abbot  i).  Canadian  Pacific  Railway  Co.  et  al.y  612. 

5.  Absence  of  Direct  Damage. — lb. 

See  Practice  ;  Burden  of  Proof. 

CONCESSION  OF  RELIEF. 

Reduction  of  Rates  Pending  the  Controversy  to  the  Point  op  Rsason-> 
ableness. 
Loud  V.  South  Carolina  Railway  Co.  et  al.,  529. 

See  Reasonable  Rates,  28. 

CONNECTING  LINES. 

I.  Continuous  Carriage  Over. 

Boston  Fruit  &  Produce  Exchange  v.  New  York  &  New  England  Rail- 
road Co.  et  al.     Re  Application  of  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Co.,  1. 

Railroad  Commission  of  Florida  v.  Savannah,  Fiorida  &  Western  Rail- 
way Co.  et  al.,  13,  136. 

Perry  v.  Florida  Central  &  Peninsular  Railroad  Co.  et  al.,  97. 

Rising  et  al.  v.  Savannah,  Florida  &  Western  Railway  Co.  et  al.,  120. 

Railroad  Commission  of  Georgia  v.  Clyde  Steamship  Co.  et  al,,  324. 

?.  Water  and  Rail. 

Railroad  Commission  of  Florida  v.  Savannah,  Florida  &  Western  RaiU 

way  Co.  et  al.,  13,  136. 
Railroad  Commission  of  Georgia  v.  Clyde  Steamship  Co.,  et  al.,  324. 
Board  of  Trade  of  Chattanooga  v.  East  Tennessee,  Virginia  &  Georgia 

Railway  Co.  et  al.,  546. 

See  TAKiFt"s,  12;  Common  Control,  Management  or  Arrangement* 
TnKoroii  Rates;  Continuous  Carriage  of  Freights;  Interstate 
Commerce  1. 

CONSTRUCTION. 

See  Act  to  Regulate  Commerce. 

CONTINUOUS  CARRIAGE  OF  FREIGHTS. 

Basing  Point  System. 

Carriers  should  not  treat  shipments  of  traffic  intended  to  be  continuous 
between  interstate  points  as  consisting  of  two  kinds  of  service  inde- 
pendent of  each  other,  the  one  to  or  from  a  so-called  basing  or  com- 
petitive point  on  a  through  rate,  and  the  other  between  the  basing  or 
competitive  point  and  a  so-called  local  or  intermediate  point  on  a  local 
rate. 

Perry  v.  Florida  Central  &  Peninsular  Railroad  Co.  et  al.,  97. 

Rising  H  dl.  v.  Savannah,  Florida  &  Western  Railway  Co.  et  al.,  120. 

Railroad  Conmiissiou  of  Georgia  v.  Clyde  Steamship  Co.   et  al.,  324. 

See  Common  Contp.ol,  Management  cr  Arrangment. 
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DAMAGE. 

Macloon  v.  C'liicago  &  Northwestern  Railway  Co.,  84. 
Loud  V.  South  Carolina  Railway  Co.  et  cU.y  629. 

See  Repabation. 

DEFINITIONS. 

1.     **  Joint  Freight  Takiff.*' 

Lehmann,  lligginson  &  Co.  v.  Texas  &  Pacific  Railway  Co.  et  al.t  44. 

2.       "  ClKCr.MSTANCKS  AND  CONDITIONS." 

I/t  re  Carriage  of  Persons  Free  or  at  Reduced  Rates  by  the  Boston  & 

Maine  Railroad  Co.,  09. 
Railroad  ( -01111111381011  of  Georgia  id.  Clyde  Steamship  Co.  et  al.^  334. 
Gerke  Brewing  Co.  v.  Louisville  &  Nashville  Railroad  Co.  et  al.^  5d6. 

8.  "Common  Control,  Management  or  Arrangement  fob  Contixuous 
Carriage  or  Shipment." 

Boston  Fruit  &  Produce  Exchange  v.  New  York  &  New  England  Railroad 
Co.  H  al.     Re  Application  of  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Co.,  1. 

Railroad  Commission  of  Florida  v.  Savannah,  Florida  &  Western  Rail- 
way Co.  H  al.f  13,  130. 

Perry  v.  Florida  Central  &  Peninsular  Railroad  Co.  et  al.,  97. 

Rising  ft  al.  v.  Savannah,  Florida  Jk  Western  Railway  Co.  et  «/.,  130. 

Railroad  Commission  of  Georgia  v.  Clyde  Steamship  Co.  et  oZ.,  324. 

Board  of  Trado  of  Chattanooga  v.  East  Tennessee,  Virginia  A  Georgia 
Railway  C'o,  H  al.,  MO. 

Gerke  Brewing  Co.  v.  Ijouisville  &  Nashville  Railroad  Co.  et  al.,  596. 

4.     **LiKE  Kind  of  Traffic." 

Railroad  Commission  of  Georgia  v.  Clyde  Steamship  Co.  et  al,,  S24. 

DEMURRAGE  CHARGES. 
Macloon  tJ.  Chicago  &  Northwestern  Railway  Co.,  84. 

DIFFKRENTIAL  RATES. 
See  Relative  Rates,  1,  2,  3;  Through  Rates,  2. 

DISCRIMINATION. 
See  UN.irsT  Discrimination. 

DISTANCE. 

See  Long  and  Short  Hail  Provision;  Preferenob  or  Adyantaob; 
Reasonable  Rates  ;  Relative  Rates. 

DIVISION  OF  THROUGH  RATES. 
See  Common  Control,  Management  or  Arrangement {  Through  Rates 

EGGS. 
Brownell  v.  Columbus  &  Cincinnati  Midland  Railroad  Co.  et  al,,  688. 

KQl'lPMENT. 
See  Unjist  Disc  immination,  7. 

ESTOPPEL. 
So(»  Pir.vrrK'K,  9. 
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EVIDENCE. 

1.  Upon  the  Question  of  Reparation. 

Where  claim  for  reparation  is  made  in  a  complaint  of  unreasonable 
rates,  tlie  burden  of  proof  is  on  complainant  to  show  the  facts  con* 
nected  with  the  claim,  and  when  these  facts  have  not  been  sufficiently 
brought  out  to  enable  the  Commission  to  justly  detennine  what  repa- 
ration is  due  to  the  complainant,  in  such  cases  it  will  decline  to  award 
reparation. 

Perry  f>.  Florida  Central  &  Peninsular  Railroad  Co.  et  a/.,  97. 

2.  Where  Rates  are  Alleged  Unreasonarle. 

Comparison  with  rates  in  other  localities  where  dissimilar  conditions 
and  modifying  circumstances  are  found,  is  not  sufficient  to  establish 
the  unreasonableness  of  the  charges  complained  of.  Where  no  dis- 
crimination is  alleged  as  between  points  of  production  tributanr  to  the 
same  market,  or  on  account  of  disproportionate  rates  on  oifferent 
kinds  of  traffic  similar  in  character  and  volume,  it  must  affirmatlTely 
appear  that  the  charges  assailed  are  unreasonable  and  ought  to  be 
reduced. 

Lincoln  Creamery  v.  Union  Pacific  Railway  Co.,  166. 

3.  Effort  to  Rescind  Agreement  to  Admit  Evidbnob  Taken  in  Othxb 

Cases. 

Defendants  offered  to  waive  objection  to  depositions  taken  without 
notice  on  behalf  of  complainant,  the  Toledo  Produce  Exchange,  if  all 
the  evidence  taken  in  certain  proceedings  which  involved  questions 
similar  to  those  herein  should  be  treated  and  considered  as  evidenoe 
in  this  case,  and  the  offer  was  accepted,  but  complainants  agents  after- 
wards sought  to  rescind  the  agreement,  although  complainant  had 
leave  to  put  in  whatever  additional  evidence  it  desired;  SM^  ThAt 
the  case  should  be  considered  according  to  the  original  agreement. 

Toledo  Produce  Exchange  v.  Lake  Shore  &  Michigan  Southern  Railway 
Co.  etal.,  166. 

Eemble  v.  Lake  Shore  &  Michigan  Southern  Railway  Co.  et  oL^  108. 

4.  Additional  Allowed  ry  Decisions. 

Toledo  Produoe  Exchange  v.  Lake  Shore  &,  Michigan  Southern  Railway 

Co.  et  al„  166. 
Eemble  v.  Lake  Shore  &  Michigan  Southern  Railway  Co.  et  a/.,  166. 
Rice  V.  Cincinnati,  Washington  &  Baltimore  Railroad  Co.  et  a/.,  198. 
Rice  V.  Louisville  &  Nashville  Railroad  Co.,  198. 

5.  Rule  in  Proceedings  under  Fourth  Section.. 

Railroad  Commission  of  Georgia  v.  Clyde  Steamship  Co.  et  oi.,  834. 

6.  Reduction  of  Rates. — A  reduction  of  rates  is  not  per  ee  evidence  that 

the  former  rates  were  unreasonable. 
Loud  D.  South  Carolina  Railway  Co.  et  cU,,  529. 

7.  What  is  Material. 

When  the  reasonableness  or  relative  reasonableness  of  chaxges  is 
challenged,  every  material  consideration  which  enters  into  the  "Hiking 
of  such  charges,  including  the  apportionment  thereof  to  connecting 
roads  in  a  through  line,  is  pertinent  to  the  inquiry. 

James  &  Abbot  v.  Canadian  Pacific  Railway  Co.  et  al,^  613. 

See  Burden  of  Proof  ;  Practice,  15, 17, 21,  22,  24,  25. 

FACILITIES. 

Boston  Fruit  &  Produce  Exchange  o.  New  York  A  New  England  Rail- 
road Co.,  et  al.    Re  Application  of  Pennsylvania  RailroadCo.,  1. 
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Railroad  Commission  of  Florida  v.  Savannah,  Florida  &  Western  Rail- 
way Co.,  et  ill.,  13,  136. 

Perry  v.  Florida  Central  &  Peninsular  Railroad  Co.  et  al.j  97. 

Rising  et  ah  tj.  Savannah,  Florida  A  Western  Railway  Co.  et  al.,  180. 

Merchants  Union  of  Spokane  Falls  v.  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Co.  et 
al.,  478. 

Loud  tJ.  South  Carolina  Railway  Co.  et  al.,  529. 

Brownell  v.  Columbus  &  Cincinnati  Midland  Railroad  Co.  et  al,^  638. 

See  Special  Tkain  Skuvice. 

FAVOR  IN  TRANSPORTATION. 

In  re  Carriage  of  Persons  Free  or  at  Reduced  Rates  by  the  Boston  & 

Maine  Railroad  Co.,  09. 
Harvey  tj.  Louisville  &  Nashville  Railroad  Co.,  153. 

FIFTH  SECTION  OF  THE  ACT. 
See  Act  TO  Regclate  Commerce;  Pooling. 

FIRST  SECTION  OF  THE  ACT. 

See  Act  to  Regulate  Commerce  ;  Com.mon  Control,  Management  or  Ar- 
rangement :  Connecting  Lines  :  Rfasonable  Rates  ;  Relative 
Rates  ;  Reparation  ;  Through  Rates  ;  Through  Routes  and 
Through  Rates. 

FLOUR. 

Hezel  Milling  Co.  «.  St.  Louis,  Alton  &  Terre  Haute  Railroad  Co.  et  al.^ 

57. 
Chamber  of  Commerce  of  Minneapolis  v.  Great  Northern  Railway  Co. 

et  al.y  571. 

FOURTH  SECTION  OF  THE  ACT. 
See  Act  to  Regulate  Commerce  :   Long  and  Short  Haul  Provision. 

FREE  CARTAGE  OF  FREIGHTS. 

Hezel  Milling  Co  v.  St.  Louis,  Alton  &  Terre  Haute  Railroad  Co.  etal,, 
57. 

See  Unjust  Discrimination,  2. 

FREE  PASSES  AND  FREE  TRANSPORTATION. 

In  the  Matter  of  the  Carriage  of  Persons  Free  or  at  Reduced  Rates  by 

the  Boston  &  Maine  Railroatl  Co.,  CD. 
Harvey  v.  Louisville  &  Nashville  Railroad  Co.,  153. 

FREIGHTS. 
See  Traffic  ;   Carloads  and  Less  Than  Carloads. 

FURNITURE. 

Murphy,  Wasey  &  Co.  v.  AVabiiyh  Railroad  Co.  et  al.,  122. 
Potter  Manufacturing  Co.  v.  Chicago  &,  Grand  Trunk  Railway  Co.  et  a/., 
514. 
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GRAIN. 

Buchanan  v.  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Co.,  7. 

Hezel  Milling  Co.  v.  St.  Louis,  Alton  &  Terre  Haute  Railroad  Co.  et  cU., 

57. 
Chamber  of  Commerce  of  Minneapolis  tJ.  Great  Northern  Railway  Co. 

etal.,  571. 

GROUP  RATES. 
See  Blanket  Rates. 

INTERSTATE  COMMERCE. 

1.  Transportation  by  State  Railroad  as  Part  of  Through  Line. 
Boston  Fruit  &,  Produce  Exchange  v.  New  York  A  New  England  Rail- 
road Co.  et  al.     Re-application  of  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Co.,  1. 

Railroad  Commission  of  Florida  v.  Savannah,  Florida  &  Western  Rail- 
way Co.  ^«rt/.,  13,136. 

Perry  v.  Florida  Central  &  Peninsular  Railroad  Co.  et  al.,  97. 

Rising  et  al.  v.  Savannah,  Florida  &  Western   Railway  Co.  et  al.,   120. 

Railroad  Commission  of  Georgia  tJ.  Clyde  Steamship  Co.  et  al.,  324. 

Chamber  of  Commerce  of  Minneapolis  tJ.  Great  Northern  Railway  Co. 
et  al.,  571. 

2.  Free  Carriage  of  PavSsexgeiw  Between  Points  in  Different  States. 
In  re  Carriage  of  P^tsoiis  Free  or  at  Reduced  Rates  by  the  Boston  & 

Maine  Railroad  Co  .  (il). 
Harvey  o.  Louisville  &  Nashville  Railroad  Co.,  153. 

3.  Regulation  of  Transportation  hy  Carrier  Claiming  Exemption  Under 

its  Charter. 
Raworth  o.  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Company,  et  al.,  234. 
Merchants   Union  of  Spokane   Falls  v.   Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Co. 

et  al.,  478. 

4.  Sibject  to  the  act. 

The  phrase  "common  t'oiitrol,  mantigement  or  arrangement  for  contin- 
uous carriag**  or  shipnioiit  "  in  the  first  section  of  the  Act  to  regulate 
couinierco,  was  int<Mui«Ml  lo  cover  all  interstate  traffic  carried  through 
over  all  rail  or  part  water  and  part  rail  lines.  The  receipt  success- 
fully by  two  or  iiion^  carriers  for  transportation  of  traffic  shipped 
under  tliiough  bills  for  I'ontinuous  carriage  over  their  lines  is  assent  to 
a  (^oininoii  arrangement  for  such  continuous  carriage  or  shipment,  and 
I)revi()us  foriiuil  arrangement  between  th<»m  is  not  necessary  to  bring 
suc'h  transportation  under  the  terms  of  the  law. 

Railroad  Connnission  of  (reorgia  r.  Ciydti  Steamship  Co.  et  al.,  324. 

Tlie  jurisdiction  of  the  Commission  in  respect  to  the  carriage  of  and 
rates  upon  wtieut  and  flour  between  Minnesota  points  discussed  with 
reference  to  the  ultimate  destination  of  the  traffic  to  interstate  points. 

Chamber  of  Commerce  of  Minneapolis  v.  Great  Northern  liailway  Co. 
ft  (It..  o<  1. 

INTERSTATE  COMMERCE  COMMISSION. 

1.   Division  of  TuKoron  Rates  Between  Connecting  ('arriers. 

Under  the  pleading's  and  evidence  the  Commission  could  only  prescribe 
a  single  rate  for  tiie  service  as  an  entirety,  to  be  reasonably  and  fairly 
decided  amon^  the  several  carriers  by  themselves. 
Boston  Fruit  tt  Produte  Exchange  v.  New  York  <k  New  England  Rail- 
road Co.  <f  ill.     Ke  Application  of  Pennsylvania  liailroad  Co.,  1. 
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2.  Duty  to  Ixvkstioate  Complaints  Forwarded  by  State  Railroad  Com- 

mission. 

Railroad  Commission  of  Florida  v.  Savamiah,  Florida  &  Western  Rail- 
way Co.  Hal..  13, 136. 

Railroad  Commission  of  Georgia  v.  Clyde  Steamship  Co.  et  aL,  334. 

3.  IssrANCK  OF  Order  Pending  Investigation. 

In  the  Matter  of  the  Carriage  of  Persons  Free  or  at  Reduced  Rates  by 
the  Boston  «t  Maine  Railroad  Co.,  09. 

« 

4.  DiTY  to  Pass  Upon  Claims  for  Reparation. 
Macloon  v.  Chicago  &  Northwestern  Railway  Co.,  84. 

6.  PowEHs  AND  Duties. 

Toledo  Produce  Exchange  v.  Lake  Shore  &  Michigan  Southern  Railway 

Co.  ftal.,  16(). 
Kembl*^  v.  Lak<*  Shore  &  Michigan  Southern  Railway  Co.  et  al,y  166. 

6.  Powers  Under  the  Fourth  Section. 

Railroad  Commission  of  Georgia  v.  Clyde  Steamship  Co.  et  «i.,  334. 

7.  Railroad  Chartek 

The  Northern  Pacific.*.  Railroad  Co.  is  not  exempt  under  its  charter  from 
the  authority  to  regulate  rates  conferred  on  the  Commission  by  the 
Act  to  regulate  conimerce. 

Rawortli  v.  Northern  Pacilitr  Railroad  Co.  et  aL,  234. 

The  NortluMii  Pacific  Railroad  Co.,  notwithstanding  certain  provisions 
in  its  charter,  is  subject,  lik(i  all  other  Interstate  carriers,   to  the 
authority  ••onfern*d  hy  ('ongross  in  the  Act  to  regulate  commerce. 
Citing  and  anirming  Raworth  v.  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Co. 

Merchants  Union  of  Spokane  Falls  v.  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Co.  et 
aL,  47H. 

See  Practice  ;  Jurisdhhion  ;  Common  Control,  Makaobmsnt  or 
Arrange-ment  ;  Interstate  Commerce, 


JOINT  FREIGHT  TARIFFS. 

Lehmann,  Iligginson  &  Co.  t,  Texas  &  Pacific  Railway  Co.  tft  a/.,  44. 

See  Tariffs. 


JURISDICTION. 

Boston  Fruit  <&  Produce  Exchange  v.  New  York  &  New  England  Railroad 
Co.  ft  nl.     Re  Application  of  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Co.,  1. 

Railroad  Commission  of  Florida  v.  Savamiah,  Florida  &  Western  Rail- 
way Co.  etal.,  13,  136. 

Raworth  v.  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Co.  et  al,^  234. 

Railroad  Commission  of  Georgia  v.  Clyde  Steamship  Co.  et  at.,  8SM. 

Mcn^hauts  Union  of  Spokane  Falls  i.  Northern  Pacific  Railway  Ck>.  et 

Chamber  of  Commerce  of  Miimeapolis  v.  Great  Northern  Railway  C5o.  et 

al.,  571. 

See    Practice;     Common    C'ontrol,    Management    or  Abranosmbnt; 

Interstate  Commerce. 


LESS  THAN  CAR-LOADS. 
Sec  Cau-loads  and  Less  than  Car-loads. 
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LIGHTERAGE  CHARGES. 

In  New  York  Harbor. 

Toledo  Produce  Exchange  «.  Lake  Shore  &  Michigan  Southern  Railway 

Co.  etal.,  166. 
Eemble  v.  Lake  Shore  &  Michigan  Southern  Railway  Co.  etal,,  166. 

LIKE  KIND  OP  TRAFFIC. 
Railroad  Commission  of  G^rgia  «.  Clyde  Steamship  Co.  et  dU.,  8S34. 

LOCALITIES. 
See  Location. 

LOCAL  RATES. 

Perry  v.. Florida  Central  &  Peninsular  Railroad  Co.  ^  dU.,  97. 
Rising  et  cU.  «.  Savannah,  Florida  k  Western  Railway  Co.  et  al.^  120. 
Rice  «.  Louisville  &  Nashville  Railroad  Co.,  198. 
Railroad  Commission  of  Georgia  «.  Clyde  Steamship  Co.  et  ai,^  8S4. 
Gerke  Brewing  Co.  «.  Louisville  k  Nashville  RailrcNBid  Co.  et  al.^  696. 

LOCATION. 

Advantaobs  and  Disadvantages. 

Perry  v.  Florida  Central  &  Peninsular  Railroad  Co.  €^  dU.,  97. 
Rising  et  al.  v.  Savannah,  Florida  &  Western  Railway  Co.  et  al,,  190. 
Toledo  Produce  Exchange  v.  Lake  Shore  &  Michigan  Soathem  Railway 

Co.  etal.,  166. 
Kemble  v.  Lake  Shore  &  Michigan  Southern  Railway  Co.  et  al,,  166. 
Rice  V.  Louisville  &  Nashville  Railroad  Co.,  108. 
Raworth  v.  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Co.  et  a/.,  284. 
Eau  Claire  Board  of  Trade  v.  Chicago,  Milwaukee  &  St.  Paul  Railway 

Co.  etal.,  204. 
Anthony  Salt  Co.  v.  St.  Louis  &  San  FVancisco  Railway  Co.  et  al,^  299. 
Railroad  Commission  of  Georgia  v.  Clyde  Steamship  Co.  et  a/.,  824. 
In  re  Transportation  of  Coal  by  Louisville  &  Nashville  Railroad  Co.,  466. 
Merchants  Union  of  Spokane  Falls  v.  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Co  ^ 

al.,  478. 
Potter  Manufacturing  Co.  v.  Chicago  A  Grand  Trunk  R*y  Co.  et  al.y  614. 
Board  of  Trade  of  Chattanooga  v.  East  Tennessee,  Viii^nia  &  Georgia 

Railway  Co.  et  al.,  546. 
Chamber  of  Commerce  of  Minneapolis  «.  Great  Northern  Railway  Co.  et 

al.,  571. 
Gerke  Brewing  Co.  v.  Louisville  k  Nashville  Railroad  Co.  et  al.^  596. 
James  &  Abbot  v.  Canadian  Pacific  Railway  Co.  et  al.,  612. 

LONG  AND  SHORT  HAUL  PROVISION. 

1.  Transportation  of  Berries. 

Hates  on  interstate  shipments  from  points  on  the  initial  carriers  line 
were  shown  to  be  greater  for  the  shorter  distance  from  Lawtey  than 
for  the  longer  distance  over  the  same  line  in  the  same  direction  from 
Gainesville,  and  defendants  were  ordered  to  bring  their  rates  from 
Lawtey  and  other  points  in  that  territory  in  conformity  with  the  oto- 
visions  of  the  fourth  section  of  the  Act  to  regulate  commerce.  The 
fact  that  the  initial  carrier's  lines  joins  its  connecting  line  at  both 
Callahan  and  Gainesville,  and  that  traffic  from  Lawtey,  an  intermediate 
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station,  may  be  routed  through  Gainesville,  the  longer  distance  point, 
doea  not  authorize  defendants  to  charge  the  higher  rate  from  Lawtey, 
when'  the  traffic  from  that  point  and  from  Gainesville  is  in  fact  routed 
through  Callahan. 

Perry  v.  Florida  Central  &  Peninsular  Railroad  Co.  et  al,^97. 

Rising  et  al.  v.  Savannah,  Florida  &  Western  Railway  Co.  et  cU.,  120. 

2.  Impkopek  Diffekencks  betwebx  Loweu  Lon'O  and  Greater  Short  Haul 
Rates.     Tkansi^oktatiox  of  Petroleum. 

Charges  of  the  Louisville  &  Nashville  Railroad  for  the  transportation  of 
petroleum  to  several  points  on  its  lines  are  not  only  apparently  un- 
reasonable in  themselves,  but  the  existing  disparity  in  rates  to  neigh- 
boring localities  creates  presumption  of  extortion  in  exacting  the  higher 
charges ;  moreover,  as  between  tank  and  barrel  shipments  of  petroleum, 
this  adjustment  of  rates  operates  to  the  general  advantage  of  the  former 
mode  of  conveyance.  Water  competition  to  various  points  on  its  lines 
may  furnish  justiflcation  for  rates  to  intermediate  inland  points  some- 
what higher  than  the  railroad  must  accept  to  participate  in  business 
to  the  more  remote  locality  favored  with  water  carriage,  but  when 
charges  for  the  shorter  distance  on  those  lines  are  three  times  those 
for  the  longer,  the  disparity  is  absurd  and  inexcusable.  The  lower 
figure  must  be  unremimerative,  or  the  higher  must  be  extortionate. 
This  defendant  ordered  to  revise  and  conect  its  charges  on  petroleum 
to  many  interior  and  local  points  on  its  lines,  and  malce  such  reductions 
and  modifications  therein  as  will  remove  the  gross  disproportions  and 
inequalities  now  found  to  exist. 

Rice  V.  Louisville  &  Nashville  Railroad  Co.,  193. 

8.  Improper  Differences  between  Lower  Long  and  Greater  Short  Haul 
Rates.     Class  and  Commodity  I{ates. 

Class  rates  in  effect  upon  the  defendant'  lines  and  the  lower  commodity 
rates  to  tlieir  Pacific  terminals  examined  and  discussed  :  Held^  That 
the  only  justification  for  a  through  rate  less  than  an  intermediate  rate 
on  the  same  article  is  tlie  compulsion  of  rail  carriers  to  accept  the 
reduced  compensation  or  suffer  ocean  rivals  to  perform  the  service,  and 
where  the  pressure  of  this  alternative  is  not  felt  there  is  no  ground 
upon  which  the  lower  through  charge  can  be  excused.  No  article 
should  be  carri<;d  to  terminal  points  on  commodity  rates,  which,  if 
the  class  rates  were  im[>ose(l  would  still  seek  rail  rather  than  water 
transportation,  and  any  violation  of  this  rule  is  unjust  discrimination 
against  the  inti^rniediate  town  compelled  to  pay  the  higher  oiasB  rate 
on  the  same  article. 

Merchants  Union  of  Spokane  Falls  v.  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Co.  et 
nl.^  478. 

4.  When  great  disparity  exists  between  charges  which  are  lower  to  competi- 

tive than  to  intermediate  points  nmcli  less  remote,  the  inference  is 
irresistible  that  the  lower  rate  must  be  unremunerative  upon  any 
theory,  or  else  the  larger  rate  gives  an  unwarranted  return  for  the 
service  rend(»red. 

lionrd  of  Trade  of  Chattanooga  v.  The  East  Tennessee,  Virginia  & 
Georgia  Railway  Co.  tt  al.,  54(). 

Rail  load  Commission  of  Georgia  v.  Clyde  Steamship  Co.  et  aLy  824. 

5.  WIk'ii  rates,  from  any  cause,  are  made  greater  for  shorter  than  for  longer 

(listanc<;s,  the  difference  between  such  rates  must  in  no  instance  be 
unreasonable. 
Gerke  Brewing  Co.  r.  Louisville  &  Nash\ille  Railroad  Co.,  etcd.^  696. 

6.    CoNSTKUC'TION. 

The  second,  third  and  fourth  sections  of  the  Act  to  regulate  commerce 
c()mi)ar(^(l  with  provisions  in  English  statutes.  English  decisions  ex- 
amined, and  the  frecjuent  citation  of  such  decisions  to  influence  cases 
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brought  under  greatly  dissimilar  statutory  provisions  In  this  country, 
without  regard  to  differences  in  facts,  time,  extent  of  country  and 
methods  of  trade  and  transportation,  considered  and  criticised. 
Railroad  Commission  of  Georgia  v.  Clyde  Steamship  Co.  et  al.y  324. 

7.  Construction.     Former  Decision  Partially  Overruled. 

The  fourth  section  of  the  Act  to  regulate  commerce  construed,  and  the 
principles  laid  down  In  re  Petition  of  Louiaville  d;  Nanhville  Mailrocui 
Co. J  1  I.  C.  C.  Rep.,  31,  re-affirmed,  except  the  ruling  therein  whereby 
carriers  were  permitted  to  judge  for  themselves  In  the  first  instance  of 
what  constitutes  "rare  and  peculiar  cases  of  competition  between 
railroads  which  are  subject  to  the  statute,  when  a  strict  application  of 
the  general  rule  of  the  statute  would  be  destructive  of  legitimate 
competition,"  which  is  hereby  overruled. 

Railroad  Commission  of  Georgia  v,  Clyde  Steamship  Co.  et  al.,  824. 

S.  Circumstances  and  Conditions;  Water  Competition;  Railroad  Com- 
petition; Market  Competition;  Advantage  of  Location;  Rights 
and  Duties  of  Carriers. 

The  case  against  the  Louisville  &  Nashville  Railroad  Co.  is  retained  for 
further  evidence  and  argument  on  the  question  whether  water  compe- 
tition at  various  points  justifies  a  departure  from  the  general  requfre- 
ment  of  the  fourth  section,  and  for  such  further  Investigation  of  its 
charges  to  intermediate  and  non-competitive  points,  and  direction  in 
relation  thereto,  as  may  appear  to  be  required. 

Rice  V.  Louisville  &  Nashville  Railroad  Co.,  198. 

There  is  no  competition  by  rail  over  the  Canadian  Pacific  Railway  or  by 
water  around  Cape  Horn,  that  justifies  a  departure  from  the  "long  and 
short  haul  "  rule  of  the  statute  in  the  transportation  of  refined  sugar 
from  San  Fmncisco  to  Fargo,  and  through  Fargo  to  St.  Paul. 

Raworth  v.  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Co.  et  al.,  234. 

The  "  long  and  short  haul  rule"  of  the  statute  was  intended  to  maintain 
and  promote,  and  not  to  destroy  or  neutralize  natural  and  commercial 
advantages  resulting  from  location,  and  competition  at  St.  Paul  with 
sugar  from  the  east  refined  in  New  York,  although  necessitating  the 
prevailing  low  rates  to  St.  Paul  on  sugar  from  the  west  refined  at  San 
Francisco,  does  not  justify  the  greater  charge  on  the  latter  to  Fargo 
than  to  St.  Paul. 

Raworth  v.  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Co.  et  al.,  234. 

The  compi>tition  of  carriers  subject  to  the  Act  to  regulate  commerce 
does  not  create  circumstances  and  conditions  which  the  carriers  can 
take  into  account  in  determining  for  themselves,  in  the  first  instance, 
wli ether  they  are  justified  under  the  fourth  section  in  charging  more 
for  shorter  than  for  longer  distances  over  their  lines. 

Railroad  Coniinission  of  Georgia  v.  Clyde  Steamship  Co.  et  al.,  324. 

The  oonipelition  of  markets  on  different  lines  for  the  sale  of  commodi- 
ties at  a  ;^iv«.Mi  point,  served  by  both  lines,' does  not  create  circum- 
stances and  conditions  which  the  carriers  can  take  into  account  in  de- 
termining for  thenis(3lves,  in  the  first  instance,  whether  they  are  justi- 
fied under  the  fourth  section,  in  charj^ing  more  for  shorter  than  for 
lonj^or  distances  over  tlKur  lines.  To  determine  the  force  and  effect  of 
such  competition  involves  consideration  of  commercial  questions  pecu- 
liar to  the  business  of  shippers,  such  as  advantage  of  business  loca- 
tion, conipanitive  ec^ononiy  of  production,  comparative  quality  and 
market  value  of  commodities,  all  of  which  are  entirely  disconnected 
from  circumstances  and  conditions  under  which  transportation  is  con- 
ducttid.  ('arri(?rs  cannot  create  abnormal  situations  by  making  rates 
which  ecjualize  advantages  and  disadvantages  of  localities  and  there- 
upon claim  justification  for  f^reatcr  charges  on  shorter  hauls,  on  the 
ground  that  the  lesser  long  haul  charges  which  accomplish  such  equal- 
ization are  necessary  to  secure  increase  in  traffic  over  their  lines,     lb. 
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The  carrier  has  the  right  to  judge  in  the  first  instance  whether  it  is  Jus- 
tified in  making  the  greater  cJuirge  fur  the  shorter  distance  under  the 
fourth  section  in  all  cases  where  the  circumstances  and  conditions 
arise  wholly  upon  its  own  line  or  through  competition  for  the  same 
traffic  with  carriers  not  subject  to  regulation  under  the  Act  to  regu- 
late commerce.  In  other  cases,  under  the  fourth  section,  the  circum- 
stances and  conditions  are  not  presumptively  dissimilar  and  carriers 
must  not  charge  less  for  the  longer  distancey  except  upon  the  order  of 
this  Commission,     lb. 

The  rule  expressed  by  the  fourth  section,  that  distance  shall  ordinarily 
limit  the  adjustment  of  rates,  is  not  rendered  inoperative  by  the  ex- 
istence at  one  point  of  converging  lines  subject  to  the  Act,  for  the  law 
applies  to  each  of  these  lines,  and  neither  can  put  in  rates  to  that  point 
which  are  lower  than  shorter  distance  charges  on  its  line  until, 
upon  a  showing  of  special  considerations,  grounded  in  justice,  to  its 
patrons  and  itself,  it  obtains  permission  from  the  regulating  authority 
so  to  do.  This  principle  applies  both  to  lines  between  the  same  points, 
and  to  lines  reaching  the  same  destination  from  different  points  of  con- 
signment. 

Qcrke  Brewhig  Co.  v.  Louisville  &  Nashville  Railroad  Co.  et  cU.,  596. 

9.  Cakkikrs  Not  Subject  to  the  Act.     Competition. 

Competition  with  carriers,  not  subject  to  the  statute,  is  based  upon  nat- 
ural causes  and  plain  conditionij,  but  the  legitimate  force  of  competi- 
tion with  carriers  subject  to  the  A(;t,  depends  upon  compliance  with 
the  law  by  each  of  the  competitors,  and  the  special  circumstances  and 
primarily  indefinite  conditions  in  each  particular  case. 

Railroad  Commission  of  Georgia  t?.  Clyde  Steamship  Co.,  5  I.  C.  C.  Rep. 
324,  cited  and  affirm(»d.     fb. 

Transportation  by  rail  from  eastern  points  to  the  *' Pacific  Coast  Ter- 
minals," i'ortland,  Tacoma  and  Seattle,  is  affected  by  the  competition 
of  controlling  force  and  in  respect  to  traffic  important  in  amount,  of 
wat(^r  carriers  reaching  the  same  terminals,  but  such  competition  does 
not  affect  like  transportation  from  said  points  to  the  city  of  Spokane, 
Washington ;  Hdd,  therefore,  that  defendants  are  justified,  by  reason 
of  such  dissimilarity  in  circumstances  and  conditions,  in  maintaining 
higher  rates  on  Hhipments  of  like  property  from  said  points  for  the 
shorter  distance  to  Spokane,  than  for  the  longer  distance  to  said 
Pacific  Tt^rniinals.  The  competitive  position  and  attitude  of  the 
Canadian  Pacific  Railway,  a  foreign  carrier,  considered  in  connection 
with  existing  water  competition,  but  the  separate  effect  of  competition 
by  the  Canadian  route  not  found  or  determined. 

Merchants  Union  of  Spokane  Falls  v.  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Co. 
€<«/.,  478. 

10.  Answers  to  Complaints. 

Carriers  alleging  justification  of  a  departure  from  the  "  long  and  short 
haul  "  rule  of  the  statute,  must,  in  their  answers  to  complaints* 
chjarly  advise  complainants  of  the  facts  and  circumstances  relied  on 
as  constituting  such  justification. 

Raworth  v.  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Co.  etal.^  234. 

11.  Answers.     Burden  of  Proof.     Proviso  Claise.     Application  op  Car- 

riers FOR  Relief.  Power  of  the  Commission. 
When  a  carri(;r  on  coiii[)laint  uiuhu-  tli«^  fourth  section  avers  substantial 
dissimilarity  in  circumstances  and  c(mditions  as  justifying  its  greater 
charge  for  shorter  hauls,  it  is  coiKrluded  by  its  pleading  and  must 
afiirmativoly  show  that  tli«'  circumstances  and  conditions  of  which  it 
is  eiititltjd  to  judge  in  tho  first  instance  are  in  fact  substantially  dis- 
similar:   but,  upon  an  application  for  relief,  under  the  fourth  see tion 
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proviso,  the  carrier  is  not  limited  by  such  a  rule  of  evidence,  and  may 
present  to  the  Commission,  every  material  reason  for  an  order  in  its 
favor.  There  seems  to  be  no  limitation  upon  the  power  of  the  Com- 
mission to  grant  relief  under  that  proviso  when,  after  investigation, 
the  Commission  is  satisfied  that  the  interests  of  commerce  and  com- 
mon  fairness  to  the  carriers,  require  that  an  exception  should  be 
made. 
Railroad  Commission  of  Georgia  v.  Clyde  Steamship  Co.  et  cU.^  324. 

12.  Decision.     Alternative  Okdek. 

Complaints  in  casos  No.  :',34  and  No.  325,  dismissed.  In  cases  Nos.  314, 
315.  316,  317  and  320,  defendants  ordered  to  cease  and  desist  from 
charging  more  to  shorter  than  to  longer  distance  points  mentioned  in 
the  complaints,  or  file  applications  for  relief  under  the  proviso  clause 
of  the  fourth  section  and  show  cause  thereon,  within  a  time  specified. 

Railroad  Conmiission  of  Georgia  t.  Clyde  Steamship  Co.  et  al.^  Sfe4. 

13.  C'arrier  Required  to  Observe  Fourth  Section  While  Adjusting  Rates 

so  AS  to  Remove  Undue  Preference. 
Anthony  Salt  Co.  v.  St.  Louis  &  San  Francisco  Railway  Co.  et  a/.,  299. 

LUMBER. 

Eau  Claire  Board  of  Trade  v.  Chicago,  Milwaukee  &  St.  Paul  Railway 

Co.  etnL.  204. 
James  &  Abbot  v.  Canadian  Pacific  Railway  Co.  et  al,,  612. 

MARKET  PRODUCE. 

Delaware  State  Grange  t?.  New  York,  Philadelphia  &  Norfolk  Railroad 

(^o.  etal,  161. 
Tecuinseh  Celery  Co.  v.  Cincinnati,  Jackson  &  Mackinaw  Railway  Co. 

ttaL.  663. 

MELONS. 
Loud  V.  South  Carolina  Railway  Co.  et  al.,  529. 

MERCANTILE    SOCIETY. 
See  Pkactioe,  9. 

MILEAGE  RATES. 

Chamber  of  Commerce  of  Minneapolis  v.  Great  Northern  Railway  Co. 

et  al.,  571. 
James  &  Abbot  v.  Canadian  Pacific  Railway  Co.  et  al,y  612. 

MIXED  CARLOADS. 
S«'e  Carloads  and  Less  Than  Carloads,  3. 

ORANGES. 

Railroad  Commission  of  Florida  v.  Savannah,  Florida  &  Western  Rail- 
way Co.  et  al.,  13,  136. 

PARTIES. 

Toledo  Produce  Exchange  v.  Lake  Shore  &  Michigan  Southern  Railway 
Co.  etal.,  166. 

Kemble  v.  Lake  Shore  &  Michigan  Southern  Railway  Co.  et  al.,  166. 
Eau  Claire  Board  of  Trade  v.  Chicago,  Milwaui^ee  &  St.  Paul  Railway 

Co.  et  al„  264. 
Chamber  of  Commerce  of  Minneapolis  v.  Great  Northern  Railway  Co.  et 

al.,  571. 

See  Practice,  5,  8,  10,  18,  20. 
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PASSENGERS. 

Carriage  Free  or  at  Reduced  Rates. 

In  the  Matter  of  thfi  Carriage  of  Persons  Free  or  at  Reduced  Rates  by 

the  Boston  &  Maine  Railroad  Co.,  09. 
Harvey  «.  Louisville  &  Nashville  Railroad  Co.,  153. 

See  Unjust  Discrimination,  4. 


PASSES. 

See  Unjust  Discrimination,  4. 

PEACHES. 

Boston  Fruit  &  Produce  Exchange  v.  New  York  A  New  England  Rail- 
road Company  et  al.  Re  Application  of  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Com- 
pany, 1. 

Delaware  State  Grange  v.  New  York,  Philadelphia  &  Norfolk  Railroad 
Co.  et  al,y  161. 

PERISHABLE  FREIGHTS. 

Boston  Fruit  &  Produce  Co.  v.  New  York  &  New  England  Railroad  Co. 
Re  Application  of  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Co.,  1. 

Railroad  Commission  of  Florida  v.  Savannah,  Florida  &  Weetem  Rail- 
way Co.  etaL,  13,  130. 

Perry  tJ.  Florida  Central  &  Peninsular  Railroad  Co.  et  al.,  97. 

Rising  et  al.  t.  Savannah,  Florida  &  Western  Railway  Co.  et  al.^  130. 

Delaware  SUite  Grange  x.  New  York,  Philadelphia  A  Norfolk  Railroad 
Co.  etal,  101. 

Loud  V.  South  C'arolina  Railway  Co.  et  al.y  529. 

Brownell  v.  Columbus  &.  (/incinnati  Midland  Railroad  Co.  et  cU.,  688. 

Tecumseh  Celery  Co.  t,  Cincinnati,  Jackson  &  Mackinaw  Railway  Co. 
etal.,  003. 

PETROLEUM  AND  ITS  PRODUCTS. 

Ricev.  Cincinnati,  Washington  &  Baltimore  Railroad  Co.  etiU,,  198. 

Rice  V.  Louisvilh*  &  Nashville  Railroad  Co.,  193. 

Independent  Roliners'  Association  r.  Western  New  York  &  Pennsylvania 

Railroad  Co.  et  al.,  415. 
Park  hurst  &  ('o.  v.  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Co.  et  al,,  685. 
Nicola i  v.  Pennsylvania  Railroad  C'o.  et  al..  035. 
Rice  V.  St.  Louis' Southwestern  Railway  Co.  et  aLj  600. 


PIPE  LINES. 

Independent  Refiners'  Association  v.  Western  New  York  &  Pennsylyania 
Railroad  Co.  et  al.,  415. 

See  Pooling. 


PLEADINGS. 

See  Interstate  Commekce  Commission.  1,  2.     See  Practiob.  4,  9,  16,  16, 

:20.  2:^ 
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POOLING. 

Construction. 

An  agreement  for  the  pooling:  of  traflic  between  a  carrier  by  rail,  subject 

to  the  Act  to  regulate  commerce,  and  a  carrier  by  pipe  line,  does  not 

fall  within  the  description  of  contracts  prohibited  by  section  5  of  that 

Act. 
Independent  Refiners*  Association  v.  Western  New  York  &  Pennsylvania 

Railroad  Co.  et  al.,  415. 

PRACTICE. 

1.  Rehearing.    Application  Filed  Subsequent  to  Decision  Denied. 

The  Commission  having  prescribed  a  maxium  rate  on  peaches  over  con- 
necting lines,  some  of  the  defendants  construed  the  decision  to  justify 
them  in  insisting  upon  a  division  of  the  freight  charge  upon  a  mileage 
basis,  and  one  of  the  other  defendants  applied  for  a  rehearing.  Ilekl, 
that  under  the  pleadings  and  evidence  the  Commission  could  only  pre- 
scribe a  single  rate  for  the  service  as  an  entirety,  to  be  reasonably  and 
fairly  divided  among  the  several  carriers  by  themselves,  and  the  mo- 
tion for  rehearing  was  overruled. 

Boston  Fruit  &  Produce  Exchanges.  New  York  &  New  England  Railroad 
(/O.  et  al.     Re  Application  of  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Co.,  1. 

2.  Minor  inaccuracies,  not  amounting  to  gross  and  radical  error,  are  quite 

insufficient  to  impeach  the  substantial  correctness  of  findings  basdd  on 
numerous  and  diverse  considerations,  or  to  require  the  alteration  of 
rulings  to  which  they  relate. 
Railroad  Commission  of  Florida  v.  Savannah,  Florida  &  Western  Rail, 
way  Co.  et  al.,  136. 

*6.  Rehearing.     Application  Filed  Subsequent  to  Decision  Denied. 

Delaware  State  Grange,  etc.  v.  New  York,  Philadelphia  &,  Norfolk  Rail- 
road Co.  et  al.,  IGl. 
Parkhurst^.  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Co.  et  al.,  635. 
Nicolai  v\  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Co.  etal.,  635. 

4.  Investkjations.  Complaint  of  State  Railroad  Commission.  Jurisdic- 
tion. 
The  Act  to  regulate  commerce,  makes  it  the  duty  of  this  Commission 
*'  to  investigate  any  ('omplaint  forwarded  by  the  Railroad  Commis- 
sioner or  Railroad  Commission  of  any  State  or  Territory,  at  the  re- 
quest of  i^uch  C^)inniissioner  or  Commission."  The  complaint  in  this 
case  was  brought  by,  and  in  the  name  of  the  Railroad  Commission  of 
Florida,  but  the  real  parties  in  interest  are  large  classes  of  growers, 
buyers  and  ship])ors,  in  the  State  of  Florida.  Since  the  complaint  was 
lllod,  the  nominal  complainant  has  ceased  to  exist.  Held,  That  there- 
peal  of  the  law  creating  th<;  Railroad  Cc^mmission  of  Florida  could  not 
operate  as  a  withdrawal  or  dismissal  of  the  complaint,  that  Commis- 
sion having  been  only  an  instrument  for  the  transmission  of  the  com- 
plaint to  this  Coniniission,  and  having  fully  performed  that  function 
before  an  end  was  [)ut  to  its  existence.  To  abate  or  dismiss  the 
proceeding  on  that  ground  would  be  to  sacrifice  substance  to  form  in 
contravention  of  the  spirit  and  letter  of  the  Act  to  regulate  commerce, 
and  of  the  rules  of  courts  of  law  In  analogous  cases.  Held  further^ 
That  under  the  provision  of  the  Act  to  regulate  commerce,  author- 
izing  this  Conmiission  to  "Institute  an  Inquiry  on  Its  own  motion,  in 
the  same  manner,  and  to  tlie  same  effect,  as  though  complaint  had 
been  made,"  neither  complaint  nor  complainant  Is  necessary  to  confer 
junsdi<Hion. 
Railroad  Commission  of  Florida?^.  Savannah.  Florida  &  Western  Rall- 
wav  Co.  etal.,  l;{,  \\M\. 
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5.  Th(j  Goorgia  Railroad  Commission,  complainant  herein,  is  directed  by  a 

statute  of  tlio  State  of  Goorgia.  to  bring  complaint  before  this  Com- 
mission whtuiever,  after  failure  to  obtain  a  satisfactory  adjustment  of 
rates,  it  tiuds  through  rate's  charged  into  Georgia  to  be  excessive,  un- 
reasonable or  discriminating,  and  by  section  thirteen  of  the  Act  to 
regulate  conini(»rce,  tliis  Commission  is  directed  to  investigate  any 
complaint  forwarded  by  the  Railroad  Commission  of  any  state  or  terri- 
tory. It  is  immaterial  whether  the  complainant  bo  the  State  Railroad 
( -ommission  itself,  or  th<^  jiarties  on  whose  behalf  it  requests  the  inves- 
tigation to  1)0  made.  The  Goorgia  Railroad  Commission  is  a  proper 
complainant  in  these  proceedings. 
I^ailroad  (.'ommission  of  Georgia  v.  Clyde  Steamship  Co.  et  cU.^  324. 

6.  Ohdeu  pendtntf  liU  as  to  Mattek  Fitlly  Investigated. 

When  an  investigation  by  tiie  Commission  to  imiuire  into  the  business 
manag«»ment  of  a  common  (carrier  has  been  fully  concluded  as  to  some 
matters,  and  not  concluded  as  to  others,  an  order  may  be  made 
pendtnte  lite,  as  to  the  former,  and  the  cause  retained  for  further  con- 
sideration and  order  as  to  the  latter. 

In  the  Matter  of  the  Carriage  of  Persons  Free  or  at  Reduced  Rates  by 
th(»  Boston  &  Maine  Railroad  Co.,  69. 

7.  Mkmouandum.    Decision.     Based  on  Report  and  Opinion  in  Similar 

Cask. 
Rising  et  al.  v.  Savannah,  Florida  &  Western  Railway  Co.  et  cU,,  120. 

8.  Decision.     Application  Where  Carrier,  Not  Parties,  Serve  Some  of 

THE  Competing  Localities. 

A  railroad  cannot  be  said  to  discriminate  against  a  town  which  it  does 
not  reach,  and  in  whose  carrying  trade  it  does  not  participate ;  there- 
fore,  no  case  is  madtj  out  against  the  carriers  which  w^ore  made  i)arties 
at  the  re(iuest  of  the  original  defendant,  bei^ause  none  of  them  have 
lines  extending  to  Eau  Clain*.  Preference,  prejudice  and  other  like 
terms  imply  comparison,  and  the  basis  of  comparison  is  wanting  unless 
the  rates  compared  are  made  by  the  same  carrier.  But  these  parties 
having  <lefended  and  endeavored  to  justify  the  differential  found  exces- 
sive, wiiile  not  te(*hnically  subject  to  an  order  for  its  correction,  have 
no  more  right  to  render  it  ineffectual  than  to  openly  disregard  a  direc- 
tion clearly  within  the  scope  of  the  Connnission's  authority.  The  in- 
tervening defendant,  th(>  Omaha  road,  tliough  serving  the  complaining 
town,  need  not,  for  reasons  stated,  be  included  in  the  order  directing 
the  reduced  rate,  but  the  case  will  be  held  open,  as  against  that  com- 
pany, for  such  direction  as  may  hereafter  be  required. 

Eau  Claire  Board  of  Trade  r.  Chicago,  Milwaukee  &  St.  Paul  Railway 
Co.  etal.,  204. 

9.  Estoppel  »y  Record. 

The  Commission  is  a  special  tribunal  whose  duties,  though  largely 
administrative,  are  sometimes  semi-judicial,  but  it  is  iiol;  a  court 
empowered  to  ren<ier  judgments  and  enter  decrees.  The  rule  of  estop- 
pel by  record,  whicli  is  at  all  times  tecliiiical  in  character  and  applies 
to  the  riH'ord  of  courts  and  i)roceedings  before  federal  officials  whose 
at.'ts  are  final,  is  not  appli(*able  to  tlio  r'omplaint  of  Kemble.  who  had 
api)earcd  before  the  Comniij^sion  in  a  represent^itive  capacity,  as  a 
member  of  a  (*ommittee  of  a  complaining  mercantile  society,  in  pro- 
ceedings lieretofore  dismissed,  whicii  involvinl  questions  similar  to 
those  presented  in  the  case  now  under  consideration  and  brought  by 
him  as  an  individual. 

Toledo  Pro(luc»^  Exchange  v.  Lake  Sliore  &  Michigan  Southern  Railway 
Co.  it  III.,  \m. 

Keml)le  i\  I^akc  Shore  k  Michigan  Southern  Railw^ay  Co.  et  al.y  166. 
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10.  Order  to  Show  Cafse. 

Defendants  and  other  carriers,  not  parties,  ordered  to  show  cause  why- 
order  charging  adjustment  of  relative  rates  from  the  basis  of  arbitrary 
differentials  to  that  of  percentage  should  not  issue. — Fb, 

11.  Application  of  UrMSOs. 

Rulings  based  on  special  fai-ts  and  local  conditions  are  not  to  be  regarded 

as  formulated  precepts  for  general  observance. 
Rice  V.  Cincinnati,  Washington  k  Baltimore  Railroad  Co.  et  al.,  193. 
Rice  V.  Louisville  &  Nashville  Railroad  Co.,  193. 

12.  Cases  Retained  for  FrirrnEii  Evidence  and  Investigation,  and  Amend- 

ment OF  Pleadinos  Allowed. — lb. 

13.  Citation  i^f  ArTiiouiTiEs. 

P^nglish  decisions  examined, and  the  frequent  citation  of  such  decisions 
to  influence  cases  brought  under  greatly  dissimilar  statutory  provisions 
in  this  country,  without  n'gard  to  difYerences  in  facts,  time,  extent  of 
country  and  methods  of  trade  and  transportation,  considered  and 
criticised. 

Railroad  Commission  of  Georgia  r.  Clyde  Steamship  Co.  et  al.,  334. 

14.  Dtty  OF  Cahhieus  ro  Apply  von  Relief  in  Certain  Cases. 
Railroad  Commission  of  G«'orgia  v.  ('lyde  Steamship  Co.  etaL,  324. 
Board  of  Trade  of  Chattanooga  r.Kast  Tennessee  Virginia  &  Georgia  Rail- 
way Co.  et  ill..  04G. 

Gerke  Brewing  Co.  i\  Louisville  &  Nashville  Railroad  Co.  et  al.y  596. 

15.  Answers.     Bcrden  of  Proof.     Application  for  Relief  Under  Proviso 

C-lause  of  Fourth  Section.    Power  of  the  Commission. 

When  a  carrier  on  complaint  under  the  fourth  section  avere  substantial 
dissimilarity  in  circumstances  and  conditions  as  justifying  its  greater 
(jharge  for  shorter  hauls,  it  is  concluded  by  its  pleadings,  and  must 
afTirmatively  show  that  the  circumstances  and  conditions  of  which  it  is 
entitled  to  judge  in  the  first  instance  are  in  fact  substantially  dissimilar  ; 
but  upon  an  application  for  relief  under  the  fourth  section  proviso,  the 
carrier  is  not  limited  by  such  a  rule  of  evidence,  and  may  present  to 
the  Commission  every  material  reason  for  an  order  in  its  favor.  There 
st>enis  to  he  no  limitation  upon  the  power  of  the  Commission  to  grant 
relief,  under  that  proviso,  when,  after  investigation,  the  Commission 
is  satisfied  that  tii(^  interests  of  commerce  and  common  fairness  to 
the  curriers  refjuire  that  an  exee{)tion  should  be  made. 

Railroad  Commission  of  Georgia  v.  Clyde  Steamship  Co.  et  al.,  324. 

10.  Answers  to  Complaints  Under  the  Fotrtii  Section. 

Carriers  alleging  justification  of  a  de[)arture  from  the  '*  long  and  short 
haul  "  rule  of  the  statute,  must  \n  their  answers  to  complaints  clearly 
advise  complainants  of  the  facts  Jind  circumstances  relied  on  as  con- 
stituting su(;h  justilicatioiL 

Raworth  v.  XortlKMU  Pacific  Railroad  Co.  etaL,  2M. 

17.  Ql'Estimx  of  Fact. 

The  (juestion  as  to  correct  weights  and  shipments,  as  between  carrier 
and  shi])per,  is  one  of  tact  to  b(i  determined  in  a  manner  just  to  both 
parties,  and  as  to  which  the  ex  parte  action  of  either  cannot  conclude 
the  ot  her. 

Potter  Manufacturing  Co.  v.  Chicago  &  Grand  Trunk  R*y  Co.  et  al.y  514. 

18.  Receiver  Appointed  Sprskquent  to  Complaint. 

Th»?  fact  of  a  receivershi])  for  a  defendant  carrier  subsequent  to  com- 
plaint should  not  interf<'re  with  the  progress  of  a  proceeding  brought 
merely  for  the  purpose  of  railway  regulation. 

Railroad  Conimissioii  ot'(i.M)rgia  c  Clyd<?  Steamship  Co.  et  al.,  324. 
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19.  Keoeiver.    Reparation. 

The  question,  whether  property  of  a  carrier  in  the  hands  of  a  receiver 
appointed  after  the  matters  complained  of  before  this  Commission  are 
alleged  to  have  occurred,  is  subject  to  an  order  of  reparation  issued  by 
this  Commission,  is  one  to  be  presented  to  and  disposed  of  by  the 
courts  on  proceedings  therein  for  the  enforcement  of  such  order. 

Loud  V.  South  Carolina  Railway  Co.  et  al.^  529. 

^0.  Complaint.    Parties.    Aggregate  Charges. 

When  a  local  rate  from  a  given  point  is  alleged  unreasonable,  but  it 
appears  from  the  record  that  such  local  rate  is  also  a  proportion  of 
through  rates  from  that  point,  and  as  such  is  the  real  subject  of  con- 
troversy, the  complaint  should  be  directed  against  the  aggregate 
through  rate,  not  the  share  received  by  any  initial  carrier,  and  all  the 
carriers  composing  the  through  line  are  necessary  parties. 

Chamber  of  Commerce  of  Minneapolis  v.  Great  Northern  Railway  Co. 
et  al.y  571. 

21.  Burden  of  Proof. 

When  claim  for  reparation  is  made  on  a  complaint  of  unreasonable  rates 
the  burden  of  proof  is  on  complainant  to  show  the  facts  connected  with 
the  claim,  and  when  these  facts  have  not  been  sufficiently  brought  out 
to  enable  the  Commission  to  justly  determine  what  reparation  is  due 
to  the  complainant,  in  such  cases  it  will  decline  to  award  reparation. 
Perry  v.  Florida  Central  &  Peninsular  Railroad  Co.  et  cU,j  97. 

^2.  When  water  competition  is  alleged  to  justify  rates  in  any  case  under  the 
statute  the  carrier  must  affirmatively  show  by  proof  which  does  more 
than  create  a  presumption,  and  which  clearly  establishes  that  such 
competition  is  a  controlling  factor  in  the  transportation  of  traffic  im- 
portant in  amount  from  the  point  in  question. 
James  &  Abbot  v.  Canadian  Pacific  Railway  Co.  et  cU.j  612. 

A  departure  from  equal  mileage  rates  on  different  branches  or  division^ 
of  a  road  is  not  conclusive  that  the  rates  are  unlawful,  but  the  burden 
is  on  the  company  making  such  departure  to  show  its  rates  to  l>e 
reasonable  when  disputed.  Citing  Logan  v.  Chicago  &  Northwestern 
Railroad  Co.,  2  L  C.  C.  Rep.,  604.— /6. 

When  on  complaint  of  a  car-load  shipper,  unjust  disorimination  is 
alleged  to  result  from  equal  rates  on  car-load  and  less  ^an  oar-load 
quantities  of  the  same  commodity,  the  burden  of  proof  is  upon  the 
coinplaiiiant. 

Brownell  v.  Columbus  &  Cincinnati  Midland  Railroad  Co.,  et  al.,  688. 

23.  ('oMPLAiNT.    Absence  of  Direct  Damage  to  Complainant. 

The  statute  provides  that ''  no  complaint  shall  at  any  time  be  dismissed 
because  of  the  absence  of  direct  damage  to  the  complainant,**  and 
defendants  are  therefore  not  entitled  to  a  dismissal  of  the  complaint 
on  the  ground  that  the  petitioners  being  merely  commission  mer- 
chants, can  sustain  no  direct  or  material  damage  under  the  rates  in 
question. 

James  &  Abbot  v.  Canadian  Pacific  Railway  Co.  et  al,^  612. 

24.  Failure  to  Appear.    Burden  of  Proof. 

Some  of  tlie  grievances  alleged  In  the  complaint  were  subsequently 
'  removed  by  di^fendants  as  a  result  of  the  Commission's  order  in  other 
cases.  The  other  cliarj^es  were  denied  by  defendants  in  their  verified 
answers,  and  that  denial  was  fortitied  by  the  positive  testimony  of 
witfu'rtses.  The  petitioner  did  not  appear  at  the  hearing,  though  duly 
notlfiiMl  tlieroof,  and  offered  no  proof  in  support  of  the  information  and 
belief  upon  which  his  allegations  were  made.  Held,  that  as  to  these 
charges  tiie  complaint  must  be  dismissed. 

Rice  V.  St.  TA)uis  Southwestern  Railway  Co.  tl  aL,  660. 
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When  a  carrier  fails  to  answer  a  complaint  filed  under  Seotion  18  of  ih» 
Act  to  regulate  commerce,  the  Commission  will  take  such  proof  of 
the  facts  as  may  be  deemed  proper  and  reasonable,  and  matLe  swAk 
order  thereon  as  the  circumstances  of  the  case  appear  to  require. 

Tecumseh  Celery  Co.  «.  Cincinnati,  Jackson  &  Mackinaw  RaUwi^f  Co.. 
etal.,  068. 

PREFERENCE  OR  ADVANTAGE. 

1.  In  Furnishing  Cars. 

Buchanan  v.  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Co.,  7. 

2.  Between  Localities.      Advantagb  and  DisADTANTAOit  of  LooAnoir.. 

CoMUEROiAL  Considerations. 
Lehmann,  Higginson  &  Co.  v.  Texas  &  Pacific  Railway  Co.  €tal,^4A, 
Toledo  Produce  Exchange  v.  Lake  Shore  &  Michigan  Southern  Railway 

Co.  etal.,  166. 
Kemble  v.  Lake  Shore  &  Michigan  Southern  RiUlway  Co.  et  al,^  186. 
Merchants  Union  of  Spokane  Fails  «.  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Co.  eL 

el,,  478. 
Chattanooga  Board  of  Trade  «.  East  Tennessee,  Virginia  &  Georgia. 

Railway  Co.  et  al. ,  546. 
Gerke  Brewing  Co.  v.  Louisville  &  Nashville  Railroad  Co.,  et  al.^  096. 

3.  Commercial  Conditions.    Advantages  of  Location. 

That  rates  should  be  fixed  in  inverse  proportion  to  the  natural  advan* 
tages  of  competing  towns  with  the  view  of  equalizing  "  oommeroial 
conditions,'*  as  they  are  sometimes  described,  is  a  proposition  un- 
supported by  law  and  quite  at  variance  with  every  oonsideration  of 
justice.  Each  community  is  entitled  to  the  benefits  ariedng  from  its 
location  and  natural  conditions,  and  the  exaction  of  ohaigee  unreason- 
able in  themselves  or  relatively  unjust,  by  which  those  benefits  are 
neutralized  or  impaired,  contravenes  alike  the  provisions  and  the 
policy  of  the  statute. 

Eau  Claire  Board  of  Trade  v.  Chicago,  Milwaukee  ft  St.  Paul  Railway- 
Co.  et  al.,  264. 

On  complaint  of  a  relatively  reasonable  rate  on  lumber  from  Eau  Claire 
to  various  points  on  the  Missouri  river  as  compared  with  rates  to  the 
same  points  from  La  Crosse,  Winona,  and  various  other  lumber  ship- 
ping points  :  Held,  that  the  case  must  mainly  be  determined  by  com- 
paring  the  rate  in  question  with  the  rates  from  neighboring  towns, 
similar  in  size,  situation  and  volume  of  competing  traiflc,  and  at 
approximately  the  same  distance  from  common  markets;  that  the 
rate  complained  of  subjects  Eau  Claire  to  undue  prejudice  and  dis- 
advantage, and  is  unlawful ;  and  that  such  rate  should  not  exceed  the 
rate  from  La  Crosso  and  Winona  by  more  than  two  cents  per  hundred 
pounds,  when,  as  at  the  time  complaint  was  filed,  the  rate  from  those 
points  is  not  over  11  cents  per  hundred,  nor  more  than  two  and  one- 
half  cents  per  hundred  pounds  above  the  present  rate  of  16  cents  per 
hundred  from  La  Crosse  and  Winona. — Ibi 

A  railroad  cannot  be  said  to  discriminate  against  a  town  which  it  doea 
not  reach  and  in  whose  carrying  trade  it  does  not  participate,  there- 
fore, no  ease  is  made  out  against  the  carriers,  which  were  made  pardea 
at  the  request  of  the  original  defendant,  because  none  of  them  have 
lines  extending  to  Eau  Claire.  Preference,  prejudice  and  other  like 
terms  imply  comparison,  and  the  basis  of  comparison  is  wanting 
unless  the  rates  compared  are  made  by  the  same  carrier.  But  these 
parties  having  defended  and  endeavored  to  justify  the  differential 
found  excessive,  while  not  technically  subject  to  an  order  for  ita 
correction,  have  no  more  right  to  render  it  ineffectual  than  to  openlj- 
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disregard  a  direction  clearly  within  the  scope  of  the  Commission's 
authority.  The  intervening  defendant,  the  Omaha  road,  though 
serving  the  complaining  town,  need  not  for  reasons  stated,  be  included 
in  the  order  directing  the  reduced  rate,  but  the  case  will  be  held  open 
as  against  ttiat  company  for  such  direction  as  may  hereafter  be 
required. — lb. 

On  complaints  of  relatively  unreasonable  and  discrimating  rates  on  salt 
from  Kansas  fields  to  various  points,  as  compared  with  rates  to  the 
same  points  from  the  salt  fields  of  Michigan,  Heldy  that  any  advantage 
which  inure  to  Michigan  salt  manufacturers  from  rates  to  points  in 
Iowa,  Illinois,  Missouri  and  Nebraska,  are  advantages  arising  from 
natural  situation,  and  that  the  low  rate  to  Missouri  river  points  is 
infiueiK'ed  by  conditions  which  are  beyond  the  defendant's  control  and 
existed  before  Kansas  salt  was  discovered.  Held,  further,  that  rates 
on  salt  to  points  south  and  southwest  of  Hutchinson,  Kansas,  and  St. 
Louis,  Missouri,  do  constitute  undue  preference  In  favor  of  Michigan, 
as  against  Kansas  salt,  and  that  they  should  be  re-adjusted  by  the  8anta 
Fe  Company,  so  that,  while  observing  the  law  as  to  the  long  and  short 
haul,  the  advantages  of  distance  belonging  to  Kansas  salt  fields  shall 
bo  (jfiveii  to  them  in  any  territory  supplied  by  its  lines  which  lies  as 
near  or  nearer  to  Hutchinson  than  St.  Louis. 

Anthony  Salt  Co.  v.  St.  Louis  4fc  San  Francisco  Railway  Co.  299. 

A  town  favorably  situated  with  respect  to  one  through  route,  but  com- 
IH>ting  in  a  common  market  with  another  town  more  favorably  located 
on  another  through  route,  should  not  have  a  reduction  of  the  local  rate 
over  roads  cormocting  the  two  through  routes  for  the  purpose  of  over- 
coming the  natural  advantage  which  tho  latter  competing  town  enjoys. 

Chamber  of  Commerce  of  Minneapolis  t\  Great  Northern  Railway  Co., 
et  al.y  571. 

A  milling  town  possessing  groat  natural,  acquired  and  improved  advant- 
ages for  the  carryint?  on  of  that  industry,  and  favorably  situate  in  point 
of  distance  to  a  large  grain  producing  n^gion,  is  entitled  to  the  benefits 
arising  from  its  locatior),  and  carriers  of  grain  to  that  point  and  to  a 
competing  town  considerably  more  remote  from  points  of  production, 
and  in  other  particulars  less  advantageously  located,  are  not  justified 
in  making  rates  on  grain  to  the  competing  towns  which  destroy  the 
advantage  the  former  is  entitled  to  enjoy. — lb. 

Rates  on  wheat  from  points  in  North  and  South  Dakota  to  Minneapolis 
as  compared  with  the  rates  charged  over  considerably  greater  distances 
from  the  same  points  to  Duluth  and  adjacent  Lake  Superior  ports, 
subje(?t  Minneapolis  millers  to  undue  and  unreasonable  prejudice  and 
disadvantage.  Defendants  ordered  to  adjust  their  rates  on  wheat  from 
said  points  to  Minn<^apolis  and  Duluth  upon  the  basis  of  distance  over 
nearest  practicable  routes. — fb. 

4.    MANrFACTIKlXO     IXDISTKIKS.        RaW    MaTEKIAL   AND   FINISHED    PrODDCT. 

Xatukal  Advantages  ok  Location. 

Mamifacturing  industries  should  not  be  deprived,  through  a  carrier's  ad- 
justment of  relative  rates,  of  advantages  resulting  from  their  favorable 
location  in  respect  of  cost  of  raw  material  supplied  from  a  common 
source,  or  of  distance  to  the  common  n)arket  for  the  finished  product. 

.lames  &  Abbot  v.  Canadian  Pacific  Railway  Co.,  et  al.,  612. 

o,   i*KiN(Mri.Es  WiMcn  Affk<'T  the  Question. 

Comparison  with  rates  in  other  localities  where  dissimilar  conditions  and 
modifying  circumstances  are  found,  is  not  sufiicient  to  establish  the 
unrca.sonal)lcness  of  the  charges  <*om plained  of.  AVhere  no  dlscrimi- 
nalion  is  alleged  as  betwcMMi  j)oints  of  pnxiuction  tributary  to  the  same 
market,  or  on  acifount  of  (lispropoiljonate  rat»'s  on  different  kinds  of 
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traffic,  similar  in  character  and  volame,  It  must  afflrmatiyely  appear 
that  the  charges  assailed  are  unreasonable  and  ought  to  be  ledacea. 
Lincoln  Creamery  v.  Union  Pacific  Railway  Co.,  156. 

Disadvantage  to  the  shipper  of  one  product  can  hardly  be  predicated 
upon  charges  for  transporting  another  product  differing  essentially  in 
character  from  the  former  and  widely  dissimilar  in  the  demands  which 
it  supplies.  In  such  cases  the  rates  themselves  are  insufficient  to  oon^ 
vict  the  carrier  of  unlawful  discrimination. 

Rice  V.  Cincinnati,  Washington  &.  Baltimore  Railroad  Co.,  et  al.^  198. 

Rice  V.  Louisville  &  Nashville  Railroad  Co.,  198. 

The  doctrine  that  transportation  charged  should  be  proportioned  to  the 
distances  between  different  points,  wfiere  thotie  distances  are  greaUy  di$^ 
iimUary  has  never  been  advocated  by  the  railroads  or  recommended  hy 
the  Commission.  While  distance  is  an  ever-present  element  In  the 
problem  of  rates,  and  not  unfrequently  a  controlling  consideration, 
the  general  practice  of  rate-making  is  opposed  to  tiie  principle  of  exact 
proportion,  and  there  is  no  opportunity  for  its  application  under 
present  conditions.  Where  all  the  distances  brought  hito  comparison 
are  considerable,  and  the  differences  between  them  r^tively  small, 
there  should  be  substantial  similarity  in  the  respective  rates  unlees 
other  modifying  circumstances  Justify  disparity. 

Eau  Claire  Board  of  Trade  v.  Chicago,  Milwaukee  &  St  Paul  BaUway 
Co.  «««/.,  264. 

Continuance  of  a  system  of  unjust  rates  caimot  be  required  or  excused  on 
the  ground  that  parties  have  made  investments  and  entered  into  tiie 
business  affected  thereby,  on  the  faith  of  assurances  from  carriers  of 
their  maintenance,  although  a  change  might  work  injury  to  the  parties 
whom  such  rates  had  unduly  favored. 

Potter  Manufacturing  Co.  «.  Chicago  &  Qrand  Trunk  Railway  Co.  et  dL^ 
514. 

An  advantage,  resulting  from  just  rates  coupled  with  the  enterprise  and 
outlay  necessary  to  utilize  them,  is  legitimate,  and  carriers  should  not 
undertake  to  deprive  a  shipper  of  this  advantage  by  a  change  of  suoh 
rates.— 76. 

6.  Tank  and  Barrel  Soipments  of  Petroleum. 

In  assuming  for  transportation  purposes  that  a  barrel  of  refined  petrol- 
eum oil  weighs  400  pounds  and  that  a  gallon  of  that  commodity  weighs 
6.3  pounds  when  shipped  in  tanks,  defendants  use  constructive  or  hypo- 
thetical weights,  so  much  out  of  proportion,  to  actual  weights,  that 
positive  and  measureable  preference  is  constantly  granted  to  the 
shipper  by  the  tank  method ;  and,  so  far  as  that  practice  enables  the 
tank-shipper  to  secure  the  carriage  of  more  pounds  of  freight  for  the 
same  money  than  the  shipper  in  barrels,  it  subjects  the  latter  to  un- 
lawful prejudice. 

When  actual  weights  cannot  be  ascertained  without  needless  Incon- 
venience, there  is  no  serious  objection  to  the  use  of  estimated  or  con- 
structive weights,  provided  the  method  of  estimation  works  no  inequal- 
ity in  its  practical  application  to  competing  modes  of  conveyance. 

Rice  9.  Cincinnati,  Washington  &  Baltimore  Railroad  Co.  et  d,,  108. 

Rice  V.  Louisville  &  Nashville  Railroad  Co.  198. 

7.    CONSTRDOTION. 

The  second,  third  and  fourth  sections  of  the  Act  to  regulate  oommeroe, 
compared  with  provisions  in  English  statutes.  English  decisions  ex- 
amined, and  the  frequent  citation  of  such  decisions  to  infiuence  cases 
brought  under  greatly  dissimilar  statutory  provisions  In  this  country. 
without  regard  to  differences  in  facts,  time,  extent  of  country  and 
methods  of  trade  and  transportation,  considered  and  criticised. 

Railroad  Commission  of  Georgia  v.  Clyde  Steamship  Co.  et  a/.,  884. 
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S.  Facilities  for  Shipment  and  Transportation  to  Spokane  and  Pacific 
Coast  Tbrminaij9. 

In  the  matter  of  car-load  and  mixed  car-load  rates,  minimum  weight  of 
shipments  entitled  to  car-load  rates,  and  in  all  other  respects,  defend- 
ants  are  recjuired  to  provide  for  and  allow  the  same  privileges,  facili- 
ties and  advantages  on  shipments  to  Spokane  as  are  provided  or  al- 
lowed on  like  shipments  to  Portland  or  other  Pacific  coast  terminals. 

MerchantH*  Union  of  Spokane  Falls  v.  Northern  Pacific  liailroad  Co. 
etal.y  478. 

i).  Blanket  ('lass  Rates  Aim»lying  to  Spokane  and  Other  Points  Held 
Relatively  Unreasonable. — lb. 

10.  Water  Competition. 

When  wat«u'  compotion  is  alleged  to  justify  rates  in  anj'  csLBe  under  the 
statute  the  carrier  must  affirmatively  show  by  proof  which  does  more 
than  create  a  presumption,  and  which  clearly  establishes  that  such 
C()inp<?tition  is  a  controlling  factor  in  the  transportation  of  traffic  im- 
portant in  amount  from  the  point  in  (luestion. 

James  &  Abbot  v.  Canadian  Pacific  Railway  Co.  et  al.^  612. 

11.  In  Rates  on  Different  Rran(  mks  or  Divisions. 

A  d<?parturo  from  equal  mileage  rat«*s  on  different  branches  or  divisions 
of  a  road  is  not  conclusive  that  the  rates  are  unlawful,  but  the  burden 
is  on  the  company  making  such  dc^parture  to  show  its  rates  to  be  rea- 
sonable when  disputed.  Citing  Logan  v.  Chicago  &  Northwestern 
Railroad  Co.,  2,  I.  C.  C.  Rep.,  (504. 

James  &  Abbot  v.  Canadian  Pacific  Railway  Co.  et  al.^  612. 

12.  Matekial  Evidence.     Divisions  of  Rates  Between  Connecting  Roads. 
Wh<»n  the  reasonableness  or  relative^  reasonableness  of  charges  is  chal- 

leng(id,  eveiy  material  consideration  which  enters  into  the  making  of 
such  chargt^s,  including  the  apportionment  thereof  to  connecting  roads 
in  a  through  line,  is  pei-tinent  to  the  inquiry. — Ifj. 

13.  Effect  upon  Shingle  Rates  of  "Log  Drive"  down  Rivers  to  Compet- 

ing Mills.  Water  Competition. 
The  drive  of  shingle  logs  down  rivers  which  flow  past  the  place  of  cut  in 
Maine  to  a  seaport  in  Canada  where  shingle  mills  arelocated,  and  from 
which  the  product  may  go  by  stja  to  mariiet  ports,  affects  shingle  traffic 
from  competing  mills  located  along  these  rivers  at  a  place  in  Canada 
and  a  place  in  Maine,  but  operat<.^s  with  less  force  at  the  latter  point. 
The  rail  rate  from  the  Canadian  mill  to  market  being  fixed  with 
esp<'cial  reference  to  the  effect  of  the  log  drive  to  and  water  competition 
for  shingle  traffic  from  the  st^aport,  the  rate  from  the  Maine  mill  should 
be  made  upon  the  same  basis. — Jb. 

14.  Rates  on  SniNCJLEs  from  Competing  Mills. 

Defendants  ordered  to  restore  the  relation  of  rates  on  shingles  to  Boston, 
which  tliey  established  iifler  the  filing  of  complaint  herein,  but  soon 
after  (Uscontinue<l,  to  wit,  a  rain  from  Fort  Fairfield  in  Maine,  of  not 
i^xceeding  6^  cents  above  the  rat«i  in  force  from  Frederlckton  in  Canada. 
C'omplainanVs  claim  for  reparation  <lenied. — lb. 

15.  Celery  and  Other  Vegetables. 

Teeumseii  ('elnrv  Co.  v.  Cini-innati,  Jackson  &  Mackinaw  Railway  Co., 

PREJUDICE  OR  DISADVANTAGE. 

Dk  m  rRUAC.  e  C'n  a  kg  es. 

D<'f(»n(lanl's  railroad  <*onnects  at  Janesville,  Wisconsin,  with  the  ChioagO, 
Milwaukee  tfe  St.  Paul  Railway,  ('omplainant  is  a  merchant  doings 
business  at  that  point,  and  having  (joal  yards  on  the  line  of  the  latter 
load,  but  HM'eiving  shipments  from  points  on  the  line  of  the  defendant 
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road,  and  his  financial  responsibility  is  not  questioned  in  this  proceed- 
ing. Carriers  operating  in  that  section  of  the  country  are  members  of 
a  car  service  association,  which  has  established  a  rule  requiring  the 
payment  of  demurrage  charges  when  cars  are  retained  by  shippers  more 
than  forty-eight  hours  after  receiving  notice  that  such  cars  are  in 
position  to  unload,  and  the  rule  is  set  forth  by  the  carriers  in  their 
bills  of  lading.  Upon  all  the  facts  in  this  case,  Held^  that  the  action 
of  defendant  in  refusing,  after  payment  of  freight  and  offer  of  custom- 
ary switching  charges,  to  switching  two  car-loads  of  coal  to  the  con- 
necting line  for  delivery  at  the  coal  yard  of  the  complainant  on  such 
line  unless  he  promised  in  advance  to  pay  any  demurrage  charges  that 
might  be  made,  regardless  of  whether  they  were  just  or  legallj'  enforc- 
ible,  was  unreasonable,  notwithstanding  complainant  had  previously 
refused  to  pay  demurrage  charges  on  other  cars  switched  to  his  siding, 
which  he  had  failed  to  fully  unload  within  the  time  prescribed  by  the 
rule,  and  defendant  by  retaining  the  coal  in  its  possession  and  demand- 
ing such  i)rornise  from  complainant  as  a  condition  precedent  to  the  per- 
formance of  its  duty  as  a  carrier,  subjecte<i  the  complainant  to  unlaw- 
ful prejudice  and  disadvantage.  Held  fnriher^  that  complainant  Is 
entitled  to  reparation  for  injuries  sustained  in  consequence  of  such 
refusal  and  neglect  of  defendant,  but,  the  proof  as  to  the  extent  of  his 
damages  being  insufficient,  that  the  case  be  held  open  for  the  present 
without  order,  and  that  upon  notice  of  adjustment  by  the  parties  of  the 
question  of  reparation,  the  petition  be  dismissed. 
Macloon  'o.  Chicago  &  Northwestern  Railway  Co.,  84. 

See  Pkefekence  or  Advantage. 


PROSECUTION  FOR  WILLFUL  VIOLATION. 

SoeTAHIKKS. 

PUBLIC  INTEREST. 

Power  of  concentrated  business  interests  to  force  concessions  in  trans- 
portation rates  which  operate  to  the  disadvantage  of  the  general 
public  discussed. 

l^rownell  t.  Columbus  &  Cincinnati  Midland  Railroad  Co.,  et  at.,  638. 

See  Un.iust  Dischimination:  Long  and  Short  Haul  Provision;   Preference 
oii  Advantage  ;  Reasonable  Rates  ;  Relative  Rates. 

RATES. 

1.  Hakley. 

Buchanan  v.  Northern  Pa(;ific  liailroad  Co.,  7. 

2.  Beer. 

Gerke  lirewing  Co.  v.  Louisville  &  Nashville  Railroad  Co.,  et  al.^  596. 

3.  Bekkies. 

.  P<jrry  v.  Florida  C'entral  &  l^eninsular  liailroad  Co.,  et  al.^  97. 
Rising,  et  al.  v.  Savannah,  Florida  &  Western  Railway  Co.,  et  a/.,  120. 

4.  I^lanket. 

liice  V.  Cincinnati.  Washington  &  Baltimore  Railroad  Co.,  et  al.y  193. 

Rice  V.  Louisville  &  Nashville  Railroad  Co.,  193. 

Meifhants  Union  of  Spokane  Falls  v.  Northern  Paciflc  Railroad  Co.,  et 

a/.,  478. 
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5.  HrxTEit. 

Lincoln  Creamery  v.  Union  Pacific  Railway  Co.,  156. 

G.  Cei.eky. 

Tecuinseli  Celery  Co.  v.  Cincinnati,  Jackson  A  Mackinaw  Railway  Co., 
eta  I.,  063. 

7.  Class  Fkeioiit. 

Toledo  Produce  Exchange  v.  Lake  Shore  &  Michigan  Southern  Railway 

Co.,  etal.,  160. 
Kemblo  v.  Lake  Shore  &  Michigan  Southern  Railway  Co.,  et  al.,  166. 
Railroad  Commission  of  Georgia  v.  Clyde  Steamship  Co.,  et  al.^  324. 
Merchants  Union  of  Spokane  Falls  v.  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Co.,  et 

al.,  478. 

8.  Coal. 

Maclooii  V.  Chicago  &  Northwestern  liailway  (-o..  84. 
Jn  re  Transportation  of  ('oal  by  the  Louisville  &  Nashville   Railroad 
Co.,  406. 

1).  Combination. 

Toledo  Produce  Exchange  v.  Lake  Shore  &  Michigan  Southern  Railways 

Co.,  <'«<//.,  160. 
Kernble  r.  Lake  Shore  &  Michigan  Southern  Railway  Co.,  et  al.,  166. 
Railroad  Commission  of  Georgia  v,  Clyde  Steamship  Co.,  et  al.,  824. 

10.  Commodity. 

Anthony  Salt  Co.  v.  St.  Louis  &  San  Francisco  Railway  Co.,  299. 
Merchants  Union  of  Spokane  Falls  v.  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Co.,  et 

al.,  478. 

11.  Differential. 

Toledo  Produce  Exchange  v.  Lake  Shore  &  Michigan  Southern  Railway 

Co.,  etal.,  160. 
Komble  t.  Lake  Shore  &.  Michigan  Southern  Railway  Co.,  et  al,^  166. 
Kau  C'laire  Board  of  Trade  v.  Chicago,  Milwaukee  &,  St.  Paul  Railway 

Co.,  etal.,  264. 

12.  Fi.oiR. 

llezel  Milling  Co.  v.  St.  Louis,  Alton  &  Terre  Haute  Railroad  Ck>.,  et 

al.,  .'57. 
Chamber  of  Commerce  of  Minneapolis  «.  Great  Northern  Railway  Co., 

et  al.,  571. 

lo.  FniNnrKE. 

Murphy.  Wasey  k  Co.  v.  Wabash  Railroad  Co.,  et  at.,  122. 

Potter  Manufacturing  Co.  v.  (-hicago  &  Grand  Trunk  R'y  Co.,  et  o^.,  514, 

14.  General  Freioht. 

Railroad  Commission  of  Florida  v.  Savannah,  Florida  &  Western  Rail- 

way  Co.,  ctal.,  13,  136. 
Railroad  Commission  of  Georgia  v.  Clyde  Steamship  Co.,  et  al,,  824. 
Board  of  Trade  of  Chattanooga  t.  East  Tennessee,  Virginia  &  Geoigia 

Railway  Co.,  et  al.,  546. 

15.  Lumber. 

Eau  Claii-e  Board  of  Trade  v.  Cliicago,  Milwaukee  &  St.  Paul  Railway 

Vo.,etaL,2U. 
James  k  Abbot  v.  Canadian  Pacith'  Railway  Co.,  et  al.,  612. 

16.  Market  Prodick. 

Delaware  State  Granger  p.  New  York,  Philadelphia  &  Norfolk  Railroad 

Co.,  etid..  161. 
T»H'umsoh  (Vk»ryCo.  r.  Cincinnati .  Jackson  A  Mackinaw  Railway  Co., 

et  al.,  66IJ. 
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17.  Melons. 

Loud  V.  South  Carolina  Railway  Co.,  et  aL^  529. 

18.  Oranges. 

Railroad  Commission  of  Florida  v.  Savannah,  Florida  &  Western  Rail- 
way Co.,  et  al.y  13,  136. 

19.  Passenger. 

In  re  Carriage  of  Persons  Free  or  at  Reduced  Rates  by  the  Boston  & 

Maine  Railroad  Co.,  69. 
Harvey  v,  Louisville  &  Nashville  Railroad  Co.,  153. 

20.  Peaches. 

Boston  Fruit  &  Produce  Exchange  v.  New  York  &  New  England  Rail- 
road Co.,  et  aL,  Re  Application  of  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Co.,  1. 

Delaware  State  Grange  v.  New  York,  Philadelphia  &  Norfolk  Railroad 
Co.,  et  al.y  161. 

21.  Perishable  Freight. 

Boston  Fruit  &  Produce  Exchange  v.  New  York  &  New  England  Rail- 
road  Co..  et  al.,  Re  Application  of  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Co.,  1. 

Railroad  Commission  of  Florida  v.  Savannah,  Florida  &  Western  Rail- 
way Co.,  et  aL,  13.  136. 

Perry  v.  Florida  Central  &  Peninsular  Railroad  Co.,  et  al.^  97. 

Rising  et  al.  v.  Savannah,  Florida  <fe  Western  Railway  Co.,  et  al.,  120. 

Delaware  State  Grange  v.  New  York,  Philadelphia  k  Norfolk  Railroad 
Co  ,  etal,  161. 

Loud  v.  South  Carolina  Railway  Co.,  et  al.,  529. 

Brownell  v.  Columbus  &  Cincinnati  Midland  Railroad  Co.,  et  al.,  638. 

Tecumseh  Celery  Co.  v.  Cincinnati,  Jackson  &  Mackinaw  Railway  Co«, 
et  al. ,  663 

22.  Petroleum  and  its  Products. 

Rice  V,  Cincinnati,  Washington  &  Baltimore  Railroad  Co.,  et  al.,  198. 

Rice  V.  Louisville  A  Nashville  Railroad  Co.,  193. 

Independent  Refiners'  Association  v.  Western  New  York  &  Pennsylvania 

Railroad  Co.,  et  al.,  415. 
Independent  Refiners'  Association  t.  Pennsylvania  R.  R.  Co.,  et  al,,  415. 
Parkhurst  v.  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Co.,  et  al.,  635. 
Nicolai  v.  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Co..  et  al.,  635. 
Rice  V.  St.  Louis  Southwestern  Railway  Co.,  et  al.,  660. 

23.  Salt. 

Anthony  Salt  Co.  v.  St.  Louis  &  San  Francisco  Railway  Co.,  299. 

24.  Shingles. 

James  tfe  Abbot  v.  Canadian  Pacific  Railway  Co.,  et  aL,  612. 

25.  Spring  Bed  and  Mattkess  Material. 

Murphy,  Wasey  &  Co.  ®.  Wabash  Railroad  Co.,  et  al.,  122. 

26.  Sugar. 

Lehmann.  Tligginson  &  Co.  v.  Texas  &  Pacific  Railway  Co.,  et  at.,  44. 
Raworth  v.  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Co.,  et  al.,  234. 

27.  Wheat. 

Buchanan  v.  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Co.,  7. 

Chamber  of  Commerce  of  Minneapolis  v.  Qreat  Northern  Railway  Co., 
et  al.,  571. 

REASONABLE   RATES. 

1.  Disagreement  OF  Connecting  Carriers  AS  to  Divisions  of. a  Maximttm 
Through  Rate  Prescribed  hy  the  Commission. 
Boston  Fruit  &  Produce  p^xohange  v.  New  York  &  New  England  Rail- 
road Co.,  ft  al.     Ho  Application  of  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Co.,  1. 
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2.  Perishable  Freight. 

Boston  Fruit  &  Produce  Exchange  «.  New  York  &  New  England  Rail- 
road (-0.,  et  al.y  K(3  Application  of  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Co.,  1. 

Railroad  Commission  of  Florida  v.  Savannahf  Florida  &  Westom  Rail- 
road  Co.,  etaL,  13,  136. 

Perry  v.  Florida  Central  &  Peninsular  Railroad  Co.,  et  al.,  97. 

Rising  H  al.  v.  Savannah,  Florida  &  Western  Railway  Co.,  et  aZ.,  120. 

Delaware  State  Grange,  etc.  v.  New  York,  Philadelphia  &  Norfolk  Rail- 
road Co.,  et  al.,  IGl. 

Loud  V.  South  Carolina  Railway  Co.,  et  al.,  529. 

3.  Wheat  and  Barley. 

The  rattjs  on  wheat  and  barley  of  fifty  and  fifty-six  cents  per  hundred 
weight,  respectively,  charged  by  defendant  from  Ritzville,  Washington, 
to  St.  Paul,  Minnesota,  a  distance  of  1,576  miles,  in  view  of  the  cir- 
cumstances and  conditions  surrounding  the  traffic,  held  not  to  be 
unreasonable. 

Buchanan  tJ.  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Co.,  7. 

4.  Elements  Which  Enter  Into  the  Question. 

The  increasing  or  diminishing  volume  of  business,  the  market  price  of 
the  articles  to  l^e  transported,  the  relation  of  local  to  through  lights, 
the  articles  of  freight  upon  which  the  railroad  must  depend  as  com- 
pared with  other  roads  transporting  l^imilar  commodities  through 
more  populous  communities,  the  development  of  competition,  the 
opening  of  new  lines  of  communication,  the  course  of  business  which 
may  concentrate  empty  cars  at  either  terminus  of  the  line,  idi  have  a 
bearing  upon  the  making  of  reasonable  lutes. 

Buchanan  c.  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Co.,  7. 

6.  Elements  Which  Enter  Into  the  Question. 

Disadvantage  to  the  shipper  of  one  product  can  hardly  be  predicated 
upon  charges  for  transporting  another  product  differing  essentially  in 
(;hara(fter  from  the  former  and  widely  dissimilar  in  the  demands  which 
it  supplies.  In  such  cases  the  rates  themselves  are  insufficient  to 
convict  the  carrier  of  unlawful  discrimination .  but  the  amount  actually 
charged  on  one  commodity  may  be  of  great  impcVrtance  in  determining 
whether  the  charge  on  another  commofdlty  is  reasonable  or  otherwise, 
especially  when  both  have  numerous  points  of  resemblance  in  respect 
to  the  cost  and  hazard  of  transportation. 

Ricet).  Cincinnati.  Washington  &  Baltimore  Railroad  Co.,  et  eU.y  198. 

Rice  V.  Louisville  &  Nashville  Railroad  Co.,  193. 

In  passing  upon  the  reasonableness  of  rates,  the  question  whether  they 
afford  the  carrier  a  proper  return  for  the  service  rendered,  is  to  be 
considered  as  well  as  tlie  result  of  the  business  to  thb  shipper  or  pro- 
ducer of  the  traffic. 

Loud  V.  South  Carolina  Railway  Co.,  et  al.,  529. 

6.  Division  of  Through  Rates  Considered  in  Determining. 

While  a  complainant  has  no  interest  in  the  division  the  defendants  make 
between  themselves,  and  it  does  not  determine  what  the  charge  to  the 
public  must  be,  yet  tlie  division  is  not  without  significance  in  deter- 
mining what  are  reasonable  rates  for  the  whole  distance  on  the  lines 
in  question. 

Railroad  ('onimission  of  Florida  v.  Savannah,  Florida  &  Western  Railway 
Co.,  etal.,  13,  136. 

7.  ('ARRiERS  Should  Show  Justification  for  Advances  in  Charobs. 
Carriers  making  an  advance  in  rates  should  be  able  to  present  a  satis- 
factory justification  of  such  advances,  particularly  when  the  old  rates 
have  been  of  many  3^ears  standing  and  the  advanire  is  great  and  the 


INDEX.  709 

traffic  affected  is  of  large  and  constantly  increasing  volume  and  of 
vital  importance  to  a  large  section  of  the  country. 
Railroad  Commission  of  Florida  v.  Savannah,  Florida  &  Western  Rail- 
way Co.,  etnl.,  13,  136. 

S.  Okanges.     Rei'aration  for  Unreasonable  Charges. 

Upon  consideration  of  all  the  facts  and  circumstances  in  this  case,  Held, 
That  the  advance  of  10  cents  per  box  in  rates  on  oranges  from  Florida 
points  to  Now  York  and  other  northeastern  markets,  made  by  de- 
fendants on  November  33,  1890,  was  without  justification,  and  so  far 
as  it  exceeded  5  cents  per  box,  was  unreasonable  and  contrary  to  law ; 
that  defendants  be  notified  and  required  to  make  reparation  for  in- 
juries occasioned  by  such  unreasonable  and  unlawful  rates  to  the 
several  persons  entitled  thereto,  and,  as  such  persons  are  not  parties 
to  this  proceeding  and  the  amounts  wrongfully  received  from  them 
respectively,  cannot  be  ascertained  from  the  evidence  already  taken, 
that  this  proceeding  be  continued  for  such  further  action  or  Inquiry  In 
that  behalf  as  may  become  necessary. — lb. 

9.  Brancfi  Line  Point.     Reparation. 

In  a  ease  of  an  unreasonable  rate  on  sugar  from  New  Orleans  to  Hum- 
bolt,  Kansas,  it  was  held  that  complainant  was  entitled  to  a  refund 
of  the  amount  paid  in  excess  of  a  reasonable  rate. 

Lehmann,  lligginson  &  Co.  v.  Texas  &  Pacific  Railway  Co.,  et  al.f  44.  . 

10.  Requirements  of  the  Act.      Power  and  Duty  of  the  Commission* 

Reparation. 

The  Act  to  regulate  commerce  expressly  requires  that  transportation 
charges  shall  be  reasonable,  and  empowers  the  Commission  to  enforce^ 
its  provisions.  Wh«'never  the  power  of  enforcing  reasonable  rates 
exists  there  must  also  exist  the  power  to  ascertain  what  Is  reasonable. 
The  Commission  is  not  restricted  to  finding  that  an  existing  rate  is  un- 
reasonable and  forbidding  its  continuance,  but  has  the  further  author- 
ity to  ascertain,  order  and  enforce  a  rate  that  is  reasonable.  The 
power  to  determine  and  declare  what  is  a  maximum  reasonable  rate, 
also  results  from  those  provisions  of  the  Act  which  require  the  Com- 
mission to  determine  what  reparation.  If  any,  should  be  made  by  car- 
riers to  parties  injured  by  their  violations  of  law,  and  in  cases  of  un- 
reasonable rates  the  measure  of  reparation  due  to  such  a  party  is  the 
diflference  between  the  rate  actually  charged  and  the  reasonable  rate 
which  should  have  Vieen  charged. 

Perry  v.  Florida  Central  &  Peninsular  Railroad  Co.,  et  nl.,  97. 

11.  Power    and    Duty    of    the    Commission    to    fix    Maximum    Rates  in 

Cases  of  Complaints  Against  Rates  as  Unjust,  Excessive  and  Un- 
reasonable, He  Akfik'Med. 
Murphy,  Wasey  &  Co.  v.  Wabash  Railroad  Co.,  et  aL,  122. 

12.  Lower  Rates  on  One  Commodity  Forced  by  Water  Competition  do 

NOT  .JisTiFY  Unreasonable  Rates  on  Another  Commodity  not  Aj- 
fected  by  Such  Competition. 

The  possible  influence  of  water  competition  upon  rates  for  the  trans- 
portation of  oranges  and  the  non-existence  of  such  competition  In  the 
carriage  of  berries,  because  the  latter  cannot  be  carried  by  water  in 
any  considerable  quantities,  does  not  authorize  defendants  to  take  ad- 
vantage of  the  situation  and  charge  unreasonable  rates  on  berries. 

Perry  v,  Florida  Central  &  Peninsular  Railroad  Co..  et  al.,  97. 

13.  Berries. 

Circumstances  and  conditions  which  affect  the  question  of  reasonable 
rates  on  strawberries  from  points  in  Florida  to  New  York  City,  in- 
cluding such   characteristics  of  the  traffic  and  its  transportation  as 
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volume,  weight,  bulk,  value,  perishability,  risk,  expense  of  handling 
and  quick  carriage  in  perishable  freight  trains,  and  returns  of  empty 
cars,  stated  and  compared  with  those  surrounding  the  transportation 
of  oranges  and  other  traffic  carried  by  defendant  in  the  same  trains. 
Upon  the  facts  appearing  in  this  case,  Held,  That  defendant's  rate  for 
services  rendered  in  receiving,  forwarding  by  their  perishable  freight 
trains,  and  delivering  strawberries  from  Florida  points  to  New  York 
City  should  not  exceed  ^3.83  per  hundred  pounds,  or  ^1.66^  per  crate 
of  fifty  pounds  from  Callahan,  Florida,  to  New  York,  and  from  Lawtey, 
Hammock  Ridg<\  and  other  stations  more  distant  from  New  York 
than  Callahan,  the  through  rates  should  not  be  unreasonably  in  excess 
of  the  charge  from  Callahan,  and  should  be  filed  with  the  Commission 
and  published  according  to  law. — lb. 

14.  Large  and  Small  Cak-Load  Quantities. 

A  carrier  should  receive  a  gr«>ater  compensation  in  the  aggregate  for 
hauling  a  car-load  of  large  tonnage  than  one  of  less  tonnage,  but,  other 
things  being  e<iual,  us  a  general  rule,  the  rate  per  cwt.  should  be  less 
in  the  former  than  in  the  latter  case. 

Murphy,  Wasoy  &  Co.  v.  Wabash  liailroad  Co.,  et  al,,  122. 

15.  Spring  Bed  and  Mattress  Material.    Mixed  Cak-Loads. 

A  rate  proHcribtul  for  complainants*  shipments  in  mixed  car-loads  of 
chair-stuff,  R[)ring  bed  and  mattress  material  all  wooden,  minimum 
weight  2.'),0()0  lbs.,  of  not  exceeding  20  cents  per  hundred  pounds,  from 
Chicjigo  to  Omaha,  and  not  exceeding  15  cents  per  hundred  pounds, 
from  Mi8.sissi])pi  river  points  to  Omaha,  resulting  in  a  through  rate 
from  Detroit  to  Omaha  via  Chicago,  of  30  cents  per  hundred  pounds, 
and  via  Mississippi  river  points,  not  through  Chicago,  of  31^  cents 
per  hundred  pounds. — lb. 

16.  Butter. 

On  complaint  of  an  unreasonable  rate  on  butter  in  less  than  car-loads 
from  Lincoln,  Kansas,  to  Denver,  Colorado,  it  appeared  that  defend- 
ant's line  between  those  points  runs  through  a  sparsely  populated 
country,  furnishing  comparatively  little  business  to  the  canier,  and 
also  that  the  rate  is  common  to  numerous  towns  of  importance  at  an 
equal  or  greater  distance  from  Denver,  and  is  maintained  by  all  the 
roads  extending  into  that  territory :  Jleld,  That  the  charge  complained 
of  is  not  shown  to  be  unreasonable,  nor  does  the  evidence  furnish  suf- 
ficient reason  for  interfering  with  a  rate  established  by  a  number  of 
roads  and  coninion  to  many  conununities. 

Lincoln  C/reamery  v.  Union  f'acifiii  Railway  Co.,  156. 

17.  Transportation  of  Petijoleum. 

The  practice  of  allowing  the  tank  shipper  an  arbitrary  deduction  of  42 
gallons  per  t-ank  (^ar  is  wholly  indefensible.  Losses  from  leakage  and 
evaporation  are  not  1<;S8  proportionally  when  the  shipment  is  made  In 
barrels,  and  no  cinunnstanco  is  discovered  or  reason  advanced  which 
justifies  a  concession  of  that  nature  to  the  shipper  who  fumlshee  his 
own  conveyance. 

Rice  V.  Cincinnati,  Washington  &  Baltimore  Railroad  Co.,  etal.j  193. 

The  oil  raU»8  from  Oil  City  and  Titusville,  Penn.,  to  New  York  and  New 
York  harbor  points,  and  Boston  and  Boston  points,  exclusively  of  the 
charge  for  th»'.  barrel  package  in  barrel  shipments,  are  not  shown  to 
be  either  unreasonable  in  themselves,  or  n^latively  unreasonable  as 
between  those  points. 

In(lej)endent  Refiners  Association  v.  Western  New  York  &  Peimsylvanla 
Railroa<1  Co.,  H  al.,  41  o. 

Cases  re-opened  for  further  evideiK^e  an<l  argument  in  regard  to  the 
r»'asonal>leness  of  rates  on  petroleum  products  to  the  Pacific  Coast 
from  points  east  of  the  {)7th  meridian. 

Riee  c.  Cincinnati,  Washington  Jt  Baltimore  Railroad  Co.,  etal.^  193. 
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18.  On  Salt  from  Kan>a>  Fields. 

Anthony  Salt  Co.  r.  St.  Louis?  &  San  Francisco  Railway  Co.,  299. 

19.  On  Coal. 

Upon  investigation  had  in  a  proceeding  instituted  by  the  Commission  on 
its  own  motion,  it  appeared  that  the  respondent  had  in  force  over  its 
line  to  Nashville,  a  special  rate  on  coal  when  used  for  manufacturing 
purposes  by  persons  named  upon  the  manufacturers'  lists  prepared  by 
the  railroad  company.  Thes*;  lists  were  furnished  to  dealers  who.  on 
selling  coal  to  such  manufacturers,  issued  certificates  which  entitled 
them  to  obtain  a  refund  from  the  railroad  company  amounting  to  the 
difference  between  the  regular  and  special  rates,  pending  investigation 
the  respondent  discontinued  the  ** manufacturers*  rate"  and  put  in 
force  a  new  <^oal  tariff  to  Nashville,  whereby  coal,  **run  of  mines,  nut 
and  slack.''  is  given  a  rate  of  .*1.00  per  ton  the  year  round,  and 
** screened"  roal  a  rate  of  A1.15  per  ton.  April  to  September,  and  for 
the  remainder  of  the  year  a  rate  of  >fl.40  per  ton.  The  rate  from  the 
sanit*  mines  to  Memphis,  a  point  affected  by  water  competition  for  coal 
trafiic  is  ^lA^)  \**'V  ton  on  ail  coal  the  y*.»ar  round,  and  respondent  buys 
coal  at  the  mines  an<l  sells  it  in  the  Memphis  market,  //^W,  That  the 
praetiee  aband<>ii»Hl  by  the  respondent  common  carrier,  of  arbitrarily 
determining  what  persons  should  receive  the  so-called  "manufacturers* 
rate,"  was  a  <-]ear  violation  of  the  Act  to  regulate  commerce.  That 
the  rate  of  *1.(H.>  per  ton  ehargtKl  by  respondent  upon  coal  "run  of 
mines,  nut  and  <Ia:k.*'  is  not  unreasonably  low,  nor  disproi)Oi1:ionate 
to  the  rate  <>f  >:1.40  ]>er  ton  to  Memphis;  neither,  in  view  of  circum- 
stances affe«'tinj^  coal  traffic  at  Memphis,  is  a  rate  of  *1. 15  on  screentMl 
coal  to  Nashvill."  relatively  unreasonable  as  compared  with  tht*  Mem- 
phis rate,  but  so  loim  as  the  Memphis  rate  does  not  exceed  $1.40.  lates 
on  s;ii<l  kinds  of  eoal  from  th"  mines  to  Nashville  should  not.  during 
any  portion  of  the  y«'ar.  ex<-e»Hl  >:1.0i)  or  *1.15  respectively,  and  any 
nMluition  in  the  .M»Miii»his  rate  should  be  accompanied  by  proportionate 
re<lu«'tions  in  raT«'son  s;ii<l  different  kinds  of  coal  to  Nashville. 

In  the  Matt»'r  of  A]l»*jr»Mi  Unlawful  C'harges  for  the  Transportation  of 
Coal  l»y  the  Loni -villi?  tV  Nashville  Railroad  Co.,  460. 

20.  I^\Th>  TO  Si'oK'ANE   HfJ-I)   I'NHKASONABLK. 

Merchant-  I'nion  of  S].okane  Falls  r.  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Co.,  et 

21.  On  CoMI'KTINO  C'oMMoDlTlE-?. 

A  rat'*  on  a  parti«ijiar  <.la-s  of  goods  which  is  unreasonable  or  discrimi- 
nating: in  itself,  i-;  not  justifiable  on  the  ground  that  the  same  rate  is 
given  anoth'T  and  in  this  rase  a  competitive;  rdass  of  goods,  and  as 
a|'|>iied  to  th«*  latt'T  i-  liberal  and  advantageous. 

Pott^'i  Manufa«turinu'  <  "<».  <'.  ('lii<ago  &  Grand  Trunk  R*y  Co.,  et  al.,  514. 

22.  KKL.\Tn»N  nV   I{\IK-  !<»  (o-T   ANF)  CoMMEIiCI  A  L  VaUE  OF  TkAFFIC. 

Rate>^  ?>l.oiild  brar  m  fair  and  reasonal»le  relation  to  the  antecedent  cost 
of  th«'  traMi'-  a<  d«liv«-M'il  to  the  carrier  and  to  the  commercial  value  of 
-urli  tratli'-  I)''ia\vai«*  State  (Jiange  of  Patnms  of  Ilusbandrv  r.  New 
Yolk.  P.  iV  N.  li.  (  o..  4  I.  ('.  ('.  Kej).  Vt()i),,  but  it  is  incumbent  on 
[•artic-  in\<)kin^'  tlii?-  rne*  to  make  satisfactory  and  reliable  proof  as  to 
•^uch  aiit«M-4Ml»Mit  <o-.t  ami  commercial  value. 

Loud  '•.  South  (arojina  Railway  Co.,  etal.,  529. 

2:1     KviDKNCK.       DiVI-loN    Hei  WKKN  CoNXEcniNG   lioADS. 

When  the  i«'a.-onabi.-n»— '  or  r«*lative  reasonableness  of  charges  is  chal- 
l«'ii*:ed,  ev»T\  material  'Mtn^^ideration  which  enters  into  the  making  of 
<\\r\\  ••har;:es.  in.ludintr  tic  apportionment  thereof  to  connecting  roads 
in  a  throu^^'li  lin»*.  i~  iMTiiurnt  to  the  inquiry. 

Jain^^s  iV  Al'J'oi  /'.  (aiiadiaii  Pa<ifi'-  Railway  Co..  etal.,  012. 
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24.  Si'KciAL  Service.    PEUisnABLE  Fueigiit.     Damage. 

\Vh(ire  a  special  sorvico  is  rwiuireHl  of  the  carrier,  such  as  rapid  transit 
and  speedy  delivery  in  cases  of  [>erishable  freight,  a  higher  rate  than 
for  the  carriage  of  ordinary  freight  is  warranted,  and,  if  a  carrier 
charging  a  rate  based  on  such  special  service,  fails  to  render  it.  to  the 
damage  of  tli(»  shipper,  and  without  legal  excuse,  the  remedy  of  the 
latter  would  seem  to  be  by  a  proper  proceeding  in  a  court  of  law. 

Loud  V.  South  C-arolina  Railway  Co.,  et  al.,  529. 

20.  EviDEN'cK.     KEDrcTiox  OF  Uates. 

A  reduction  in  rates  by  a  carrier  is  not  per  se  evidence  that  the  former 
rates  were  unreasonable,  as  such  reduction  may,  as  in  the  present  case, 
be  accounted  for  because?  of  a  decrease  in  cost  of  the  transportation 
and  an  increase  in  the  volume  of  the  traffic  to  which  such  rates  apply. 
—lb. 

20.  HEDrcTioN  OF  Rates  Pending  the  Controversy.     Melons. 

The  rates  on  melons  complained  of  in  this  case  having  been  materially 
reduced  by  the  defendant  carriers  since  the  commencement  of  this 
proceeding  and  there  being  no  satisfactory  evidence  that  the  rates  so 
reduced  are  unreasonable  or  excessive,  the  complaint  is  dismissed.-/^. 

27.  Unreasonable  Rates.     Indicated  by  Disproportion  in  Long  a.nd Short 

Haul  Charges. 

When  great  disparity  exists  between  charges  which  are  lower  to  com- 
petitive than  to  intermediate  points  much  less  remote,  the  inference  is 
irresistible  that  the  lower  rate  must  be  unremunerative  upon  any 
theory,  or  else  the  larger  rate  gives  an  unwarranted  return  for  the 
service  rendered. 

Board  of  Trade  of  Chattanooga  v.  East  Tennessee,  Virginia  A  Georgia 
Railway  Co.,  et  al.,  546. 

Wlien  rates  from  any  cause  are  made  greater  for  shorter  than  for  longer 
distances  the  difference  between  such  rates  must  in  no  instance  be 
unreasonabh'. 

Gerke  Brewing  Co.  v.  Louisville  &  Nashville  Railroad  Co.,  et  a/.,  5d6. 

28.  Local  as  Pai:t  of  Through  Rate  over  Connecting  Lines. 

When  loc^al  rate  from  a  given  point  is  alleged  unreasonable,  but  It  ap- 
pears from  the  record  that  such  local  rate  is  also  a  proportion  of 
through  rates  from  that  point,  and  as  such  is  the  real  subject  of  con- 
troversy, the  com{)laint  should  be  directed  against  the  aggregate 
through  rate,  not  the  share  received  by  any  initial  carrier,  and  all  the 
carriers  composing  the  through  line  are  necessary  parties. 

Chamber  of  Commerce  of  Minneapolis  v.  Great  Northern  Hallway  Co., 
et  (iL,  571. 

29.  On  Different  Branches  or  Divisions. 

A  departure  from  ec^ual  mileage  rates  on  different  branches  or  divisions 
of  a  road  is  not  conclusive  that  the  rates  are  unlawful,  but  the  burden 
is  on  the  company  making  such  departure  to  show  its  rates  to  be 
reasonable  when  disputed. 

James  &  Abbot  v.  Canadian  Pacific  Railway  Co.,  et  al.,  612. 

30.  On  Petroleum.     Aiji'licatios  for  Re-hearing  by  Defendants  Dbkibd. 
Parkhurst  &  Co.  v.  Pemisylvania  Railroad  Co.,  et  al.^  635. 

Nicolai  r.  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Co.,  et  nl.,  635. 

31.  Classification. 

Unreasonable  or  unjust  classification  of  a  commodity  Is  hot  shown  by 
evidence  of  lowor  classifications  for  articles  widely  dissimilar  in  the 
elements  of  risk,  weight,  bulk,  value  or  general  character.  The  proper 
method  of  comparison  is  the  classification  accorded  by  the  carriers  to 
analoj^ous  articles. 

Bnnvnell  r.  Columbus  &  Cincinnati  Midland  Railroad  Co.,  etalj  638. 
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32.  Lower  Rates  for  Car-Loads. 

Tho  justice  of  the  claim  for  a  lower  rating  on  car-load  lots  can  only  be 
determined  upon  the  facts  in  each  case. — lb. 

33.  On  Celery. 

For  that  portion  of  its  line  over  which  the  Western  Classification  is  in 
force,  the  Wabash  road  should  class  celery  with  cauliflower,  asparagus, 
lettuce,  green  peas,  string  beans,  oyster  plant,  egg  plant,  and  other 
vegetables  enumerated  in  Class  C  of  that  classiflcation,  rather  than 
with  berries,  peaches,  grapes,  and  other  fruits  specified  in  Class  III. 
thereof,  and  the  defendants  should  transport  celery  from  Tecumseh  to 
Kansas  City  at  no  higher  rate  per  car-load  than  they  charge  for  carry- 
ing a  car-load  quantity  of  any  of  .said  other  vegetables  named  in  Class 
C  aforesaid ;  and  mixed  car-loads  of  celery  and  cauliflower,  or  other 
vegetables  specified  in  said  Class  C  of  the  Western  Classification, 
should  be  transported  by  defendants  from  Tecumseh  to  Kansas  City  at 
no  higher  rate  per  car-load  than  they  charge  for  carrying  a  car-load 
quantity  of  either  of  said  vegetable  articles  embraced  in  that  class. 

Tecumseh  Celery  Co.  v.  Cincinnati,  Jackson  &  Mackinaw  Railway  Co., 
etaL^md. 

REBATES. 

Hezel  Milling  Co.  v.  St.  Louis,  Alton  &  Terre  Haute  R.R.  Co.^  etal.^  57. 
In  re  Transportation  of  Coal  by  the  Louisville  &  Nashville  R.R.  Co. ,466. 

RECEIVER. 

\.  Appointed  SuBssgrENT  to  Complaint. 

Railroad  Commission  of  Georgia  v.  Clyde  Steamship  Co.,  et  al.,  324. 

2.  Appointed  Subsequent  to  Complaint.     Order  of  Reparation. 
Loud  V.  South  Carolina  Railway  Co.,  et  al.,  529. 

RE-IIEARING. 

Application  Filed  Subsequent  to  Decision  Denied. 

Boston  Fruit  &  Produce  Exchange  v.  New  York  &  New  England  Rail- 
road  Co.,  H  al.,  Ro  Application  of  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Co.,  L 

Railroad  Commission  of  Florida  v.  Savannah,  Florida  &  Western  Rail- 
way Co.,  et  nl.,  136. 

Delaware  State  Grange,  Patrons  of  Husbandry  x.  New  York,  Philadel- 
phia it  Norfolk  Railroad  Co..  et  al.,  16L 

Parkhurst  «fc  Co.  r.  ]^'^Ilsylvania  Railroad  Co.,  et  al.,  635. 

Nicolai  v.  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Co,,  et  al.,  635. 

RELATIVE  RATES. 

\.  To  Terminal  and  Bp.ancii  Line  Points. 

Lehmaiiu,  lliggiiison  &  Co.  v.  Texas  &  Pacific  Railway  Co.,  et  al.,  44. 

2.  On  Lumber  from  Competing  Localities. 

Kau  (Maire  Board  of  Trade  v.  Chicago,  Milwaukee  &  St.  Paul  Railway 
Co.,  etal.,  204. 

3.  On  Class  Fheigiits.     Boston  and  New  York. 

On  complaints  of  unreasonable  and  discriminating  rates  from  Chicago 
and  other  western  points  to  Boston,  produced  by  the  addition  to  rates 
from  the  same  points  to  New  York,  of  a  so-called  arbitrary  or  differ- 
ential of  10  cents  on  first-class  articles.  6  cents  on  goods  of  the  second- 
class,  and  5  cents  on  the  other  cla.sses  of  freight,  and  which  also  in- 
volved the  propriety  of  combination  rates  through  intermediate  points. 
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the  divisions  of  through  rates  between  the  carriers,  and  ihe  relation 
of  lighterage  charges  in  New  Yorlc  harbor  to  the  rates  in  question, 
Jleld^  that  the  question  involved  herein  is  the  through  rate  as  affected 
by  the  arbitrary  differential,  and  divisions  of  the  through  rate  aconiing 
to  the  different  roads  need  not  be  considered,  nor  are  possible  rate 
combinations  properly  comparabl  ^  with  the  through  rate,  except  for 
limited  purposes.  That  it  can  make  no  difference  to  the  shipper  or  the 
public  how  caiTlers  adjust  between  themselves  the  expense  of  lightei^ 
age  paid  out  of  the  through  rate  to  New  York.  That  the  arbitrary 
differentials  now  charged  are  unlawful  and  should  hereafter  be  made 
by  adding  a  percentage  to  the  New  York  rate  on  shipments  included 
in  the  six  clartst^s  of  freight  from  Chicago  and  points  east  thereof,  and 
west  of  Buffalo  to  Boston  and  other  New  England  points,  and  that  de- 
fendants and  other  carriers  interested  be  allowed  twenty  days  to  show 
(iause  by  answer  why  order  should  not  issue  commanding  them  to  de- 
sist from  charging  said  arbitrary  differentials  and  requiring  said  rates 
to  Boston  and  New  England  points  to  be  made  by  adding  to  the  New 
York  rate  an  increase  of  ten  per  cent,  thereof,  and  if  no  such  answers 
be  tiled  that  sucli  order  be  issued  forthwith. 

Toledo  Produce  Exchange  tJ.  Lake  Shore  &  Michigan  Southern  Railway 
Co.,  ftal.,  160. 

Kcmblo  V.  Lake  Shore  &  Michigan  Southern  Railway  Co.,  et  aLj  166. 

4.  Continued  Redictions. 

The  continued  n'<iu<;tion  of  relative  rates  when  brought  about  by  the 
removal  of  artitlcial  and  unnatural  diffenMHM^s  is  not  undesirable,  but 
when  the  diffcronccs  results  from  dissimilar  circumstances  and  con- 
ditions, and  the  true  dilTlculty  app<3ars  to  be  a  real  and  natural  advant- 
age which  the  one  region  has  an<l  (Mijoys  over  the  other,  such  continu- 
ing disturbances  of  nites  ought  not  to  be  inaugurated,  especially  when 
the  (Miarges  are  commodity  raU.'s  not  shown  to  be  unreasonable  in 
themsel  vos. 

Anthony  Salt  Co.  v.  St.  Louis  &  San  Francisco  Railway  Co.,  299. 

5.  Commodity  and  Class  Kates.     Salt. 

Salt  rctiuircs  and  get«  a  commodity  rate  lower  than  class  rates,  and  the 
roads  should  only  be  limited  as  to  such  lower  rating,  by  the  rule  that  a 
commodity  shall  not  be  carried  at  such  un remunerative  rat^  as  will 
impose  burdens  upon  other  ailicrles  transiwrted  to  recoup  loss  incurred 
in  carrying  that  commodity. — lb. 

6.  Additkjn  of  Local  to  Tukouou  Rates. 

Th<^  addition  of  a  local  rate  to  a  reasonable  through  rate,  In  order  to  fix 
the  through  charge  to  the  local  station,  is  liable  to  produce  a  relative- 
ly unrciusoiiablc  rate  to  that  station.  The  difference  in  situation  ol^the 
llasing  and  local  points  in  rc8pe<.^t  of  through  traffic  is  not  properly 
measured  by  the  local  rate  for  carriage  between  them.  The  reason. 
ableness  of  the  addtMl  local,  as  a  ktcul  raU„  is  not  under  consideration 
in  a  (?asc  where  the  rate  complained  of  is  the  total  charge  bver  differ- 
ent lines. 

Railroad  Connuission  of  Gcoigia  id.  Clyde  Steamship  Co.,  et  al,,  884. 

7.  TKANSI'<)inATl<>N  (►F  I^KTHOLEIM  OlL  TO  Nkw  YoKK  AND  BoSTON. 

The  oil  nilcs  from  Oil  City  and  Titusville,  Penn.,  to  New  York  and  New 
York  liarbor  points,  and  Bost<ni  and  Boston  points,  exclusive  of  the 
charge  for  1h<»  l)arrel  package  in  barrel  shipments,  are  not  shown  to  be 
cither  unreasonable  in  themselves,  or  relatively  unreasonable  as 
Ix^lwecn  those  points. 

lnd<'p<Mi(lent  Reilners  Association  p.  Western  New  York  &  Pennsylvania 
IJailroad  Co.,  ft  <//.,  41.'). 

8.  On  Coal. 

In  re  Transportation  of  Coal  by  Louisville  Si  Xashville  R.R.  Co.,  466. 
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9.  Blanket  Class  Rates. 

"Blanket"  class  rates  applying  upon  the  Northern  Pacific  road  for  a 
distance  of  over  five  hundred  and  eighty  miles  found  relatively  un- 
reasonable: aLso  Heldy  That  rates  to  Spokane,  the  principal  distributing 
centre  to  which  such  blanket  rates  apply,  are  unreasonable  in  them- 
selves. Defendant  ordered  to  cease  and  desist  from  charging  rates  on 
property  from  eastern  points  to  Spokane,  which  materially  exceed  82 
per  cent,  of  class  rates  now  in  effect,  both  to  Spokane  and  Pacific 
coast  terminals.  Provision  made  for  re-opening  the  case  if  necessary, 
and  bringing  in  other  carriers  who  may  be  affected  by  the  order. 
MerchantsUnion  of  Spokane  Falls  v.  Northern  Pacific  R.R.  Co.etcUA7S. 

10.  Finished  and  Unfinished  Fcuniture. 

Taking  into  consideration  the  difference  in  value  of  the  unfinished  and 
finished  cheap  bed  room  sets  involved  in  this  case,  and  the  greater 
tonnage  per  car-load  which  can  be  hauled  of  the  former,  and  having  in 
view  the  interests  of  both  carrier  and  shipper,  it  is  held,  that  the  rate 
on  unfinished  cheap  bed  room  sets,  as  shipped  by  complainant  from 
Lansing,  Mich  ,  to  Oakland.  Cal.,  should  not  exceed  85  per  cent,  of 
whatever  rate  may  be  adopted  for  such  sets  in  a  finished  condition. 

Potter  Manufacturing  Co.  v.  Chicago  &  Grand  Trunk  R'y  Co.,  et  al.,  514. 

11.  Adjustment  of  Wheat   Rates  to  Comtetino  Localities  on  Basis  of 

Distance  oveii  Nearest  Pijacticable  Roites. 
Chamber  of  Commerce  of  Minneapolis  v.  Great  Northern  Railway  Co.» 
et  al.,  571. 

12.  On  Shingles  fkom  Competing  Mills. 

James  &  Abbot  v.  Canadian  Pacific  Railway  Co.,  ct  al.,  612. 

13.  Large  and  Small  Shii'ments  of  Eggs. 

Brownell  v.  Columbus  &  Cincinnati  Midland  Railroad  Co.,  et  al.,  638. 

14.  On  Celery  and  Other  Vegetables. 

Tecumseh  Celery  Co.  v.  Cincinnati,  Jackson  &  Mackinaw  Railway  Co.» 
etal.,  603. 

See  Preference  or  Advantage. 


REPARATION. 

1.  Awarded. 

Railroad  Commission  of  Florida  v.  Savaiuiah,  Florida  &  Western  RaiU 

way  Co.,  et  al.,  13,  136. 
Lehniann,  lligginson  &  Co.  v.  Texas  &  Pacific  Railway  Co.,  et  al.,  44. 
Macloon  v.  Chicago  &  Northwestern  Railway  ('o.,  84. 
Independent  Refiners  Association  v.  Western  New  York  &  Pennsylvania 

Railroad  Co.,  et  al.,  415. 
Independent  Roflners  Associations.  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Co.  ^^a^.  415 

2.  Denied. 

Railroad  Coniniission  of  Florida  v.  Savannah,  Florida  &  Western  Rail- 
way Co.,  et  ((L,  13,  136. 
P.nry  ?'.  Florida  C«Mitnil  &  Peninsular  Railroad  Co.,  et  al.,  97. 
Rising  et  al.  v.  Savannah.  Florida  <fc  Western  Railway  Co.,  et  al.,  120. 
Potter  Manufacturing  Co.  v.  Chicago  A:  Grand  Trunk  R'y  Co.,  etal.,  514. 
Loud  V.  .South  Carolina  Railway  Co..  et  al.,  o29. 
James  &  Abbot  c.  Canadian  Pacific  Railway  Co.,  et  al.,  612. 

3.  Dttv  of  the  C<»mmissh)N  to  Pass  ui'on  the  Question. 

The  provisions  of  the  eiglith.  ninth,  thirteenth,  fourteenth,  fifteenth  and 
sixteenth  sections  of  the  Act  to  regulate  commerce,  construed  in  the 
light  of  recent  decisions  in  Federal  Courts.  Held,  That  a  procedure 
for  the  enforcement  of  lawful  orders  of  the  Commission,  founded  upon 
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controvorsios  roquirinj^  trial  by  jury,  having  been  provided  by  the 
ainoudiueiit  of  March  2,  IStiK  ()f  the  sixteenth  section  of  the  Act  to 
regulato  C()mni(»r<it'.  it  is  the  duty  of  tlie  Commission  to  pass  upon  the 
question  of  rei>aratioii  for  past  damiiges  whenever  a  claim  Is  made 
tlierefor. 
Ma(;looii  r.  «.'hi(.'ag(>  &  Northwestern  Uailwaj'  Co.  84. 

4.    BCRDEN'  OF  PkoOK,  WhKX  OX  CoMPLAINAN'T. 

WIuMi  (^laini  for  reparation  is  made  in  a  complaint  of  unreasonable  rates, 
tlie  burden  of  proof  is  on  oomplainant  to  sliow  facts  connected  with  the 
claim,  and  when  these  facts  liave  not  i)een  sufficiently  brought  out  to 
enable  the  Commission  to  justly  determine  what  reparation  is  due  to 
the  complainant  in  such  cases,  it  will  decline  tzf  award  reparation. 

Peri-y  v.  Florida  CtMitral  &  Peninsular  Railroad  Co.,  et  al.,  97. 

5.  Speculative  Damages. 

If  defendants'  rate  on  strawberries  had  been  so  excessive  and  unjust  as 
to  have  rendered  complainant's  crop  valueless  to  pick  and  market,  it 
would  not  entitle  him  to  reparation  for  loss  thereby  sustained,  because 
such  damages  would  be  too  speculative,  uncertain  and  remote. — lb. 

6.  Ukc'Eivek  Appointed  SmsEQUEXT  to  Complaint. 

The  (question,  whether  property  of  a  carrier  in  the  hands  of  a  receiver 
appointed  after  the  matters  complained  of  before  this  Commission  are 
alleged  to  have  occurred,  Is  subject  to  an  order  of  reparation  issued  by 
this  Commission,  is  one  to  be  presented  to  and  disposed  of  by  the 
courts  on  proceedings  therein  for  the  enforcement  of  such  order. 

Loud  t7.  South  Carolina  Railway  Co.,  et  a\^  529. 

SALT. 
Anthony  Salt  Co.  'o,  St.  Louis  k  San  Francisco  Railway  Co.,  299. 

SCHEDULES. 
See  Tariffs. 


SECOND  SECTION  OF  THE  ACT. 
See  Act  to  Regulate  Commerce.    Uxjust  Discrimination. 

SHINGLES. 
James  k  Abbot  'o.  Canadian  Pacific  Railway  Co.,  et  at.,  612. 

SHIPPERS. 

Coxckntkated  BrsiXESs  Interests. 

Power  of  concentrated  business  interests  to  force  concessions  in  trans- 

])()rtAtion  rates  wiiich  operate  to  the  disadvantage  of  the  general 

public?  discussed. 
Brownell  v.  Columbus  &  Cincinnati  Midland  Railroad  Co.,  et  eU.,  688. 

SIDE  TRACK  DELIVERY  OF  FREIGHTS. 

Ilezel   Milling  Co.  v.  St.  Louis,  Alton  &  Terre  Haute  Railroad  Co.. 

et  al.,  57. 
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SIXTH  SECTION  OF  THE  ACT. 
See  Act  to  Regulate  Commerce.    Tariffs.    Unjust  Discrimination. 

SPECIAL  SERVICE. 

Boston  Fruit  &  Produce  Exchange  ®.  New  York  &  New  England  Railroad 
Co.,  et  al.,  Re  Application  of  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Co.,  1. 

Railroad  Commission  of  Florida  v.  Savannah,  Florida  &  Western  Rail- 
way Co.,  et  al.,  13,  136. 

Perry  v.  Florida  Central  &  Peninsular  Railway  Co.,  et  al.,  97. 

Rising  et  al.  v.  Savannah,  Florida  &  Western  Railway  Co.,  et  al.^  120. 

Delaware  State  Grange  v.  New  York,  Philadelphia  &  Norfolk  Railroad 
Co.,  et  al.,  161. 

Loud  V.  South  Carolina  Railway  Co.,  et  al.,  529.  ' 

Gerke  Brewing  Co.  v.  Louisville  &  Nashville  Railroad  Co.   et  al.,  596. 

Brownell  v.  Columbus  &  Cincinnati  Midland  Railroad  Co.,  et  al.,  638. 

Tecumseh  Celery  Co.  v.  Cincinnati,  Jackson  &  Mackinaw  Railway  Co., 
et  al.,  663. 

SPRING  BED  &  MATTRESS  MATERIAL. 

Murphy,  Wasey  &  Co.  v.  Wabash  Railroad  Co.,  et  al.,  122. 

STATE  RAILROAD  COMMISSIONS. 

1.  Complaints  by. 

Railroad  Commission  of  Florida  v.  Savannah,  Florida  &  Western  Rail- 
way Co.,  et  al.,  13,  136. 
Railroad  Commission  of  Georgia  v.  Clyde  Steamship  Co.,  et  al.,  324. 

2.  When   Pending  the  Controversy  the   Complaining   Commission  has 

Ceased  to  Exist. 
Railroad  Commission  of  Florida  v.  Savannah,  Florida  &  Western  Rail- 
way Co.,  et  al.,  13,  136. 

See  Practice. 

STATE  RAILROADS. 

Railroad  Commission  of  Florida  v.  Savannah,  Florida  &  Western  Rail- 
way Co.,  et  al.,  13,  136. 
Railroad  ( ■ommission  of  Georgia  d.  Clyde  Steamship  Co.,  et  al.,  324. 
Chamber  of  Commerce  of  Minneapolis  v.  Great  Northern  Railway  Co., 

et  al.,  571. 

SUGAR. 

Lehmann,  Higginsou  &  Co.  v.  Texas  &  Pacific  Railroad  Co.,  et  al,,  44. 
Raworth  v.  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Co.,  234. 

TANK  CARS. 
See  Cars. 

TARIFFS. 

1.  Filing  and  Pfblication  of. 

It  does  not  appear  that  defendants  willfully  omitted  or  failed  to  notify 
the  Commission  and  the  public  of  the  advance  in  rates  complained  of, 
or  that  iiiiyone  has  sustained  damage  or  injury  by  reason  of  such  fail- 
ure or  omission,  and  therefore  there  is  no  case  made  out  for  an  ap- 
plication by  the  Commission  to  a  District  Attorney  of  the  United  Statea 
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for  tho  institution  of  a  prosecution,  and  no  ground  for  u  r»»coinint»n'l:i. 
tion  of  reparation  for  such  injury. 
Railroad  Commission  of  Florida  v.  Savannah,  Florida  &  Western  Rail- 
way Co.,  etal.y  18,  136. 

2,  Joint. 

A  8cht»dule  of  rat*»s  dosiffnated  a  "joint  freight  tariff,"  announcing  a  rate 
from  New  Orleans  to  Kansas  City  of  80  cents  per  hundred  pounds  of 
sugar,  was  duly  published  and  llled  with  the  Commission  by  the  >iew 
Orleans  Trafllc  Association  on  l>ehalf  of  the  roads  composing  said 
Association  "and  connections.'*  The  Texas  &  Pacific  Railway  Co.,  a 
inenibor  of  said  Association,  in  its  own  behalf,  issued  and  llled  aeupple- 
nicntal  slie<?t  aunoiuiciiig  said  rate  of  80  cents  effective.  The  several 
companies  composing  said  Traffic  Association  operate  roa is  extending 
to  and  loading  out  of  New  Orleans,  but  none  of  them  extending  to 
Kansas  City:  //<///,  That  a  joint  tariff  of  rates  or  charges  must  show 
on  its  fa(^e  what  (^an'i(>rs  unite  in  (establishing  sucli  joint  tariff,  and  that 
the  publication  and  filing  of  said  schedule  and  supplemental  rate  sheet 
did  not  «?stal)lish  as  provided  by  section  0  of  the  Act  to  regulate  com- 
merce, a  joijit  tariff  of  rates  and  charges  on  a  continuous  line  from 
New  Orleans  to  Kansas  CMty,  over  the  roads  of  said  Association,  or  of 
any  one  of  them,  in  connection  with  any  other  road  or  roads.  Held 
further.  That  where  freight  passes  over  a  continuous  line  or  route 
operated  l>y  more  tlian  one  company  on  which  no  joint  tariff  of  rates 
or  charges  has  been  estal>lishe<l,  tlie  tariff  of  rates  or  charges  is  the 
sum  of  the  establish«'d  local  rates  or  charges  of  the  several  companies 
operating  such  continuous  line. 

Lehmann,  Iligginson  &  Co.  r.  Texas  A:  Pacific  Railway  Co.,  etal.j  44. 

3.  Rebates  from  Coal  Rates  to  Manifactiukks. 

In  the  Matter  of  Allejrcd  Tnlawiul  Charges  for  the  Transportation  of 
Coal  by  Louisville  k,  Nashville  Railroad  Co.  400.' 

THIRD  SECTION  OF  TlIP]  ACT. 

See  Act  to  Regulate  Commeuce;    Pkefeuesce  ok  Advantage;    Relatiyi 

Rates. 

THROUGH  RATES. 

1.  Divisions.  Disagreement  of  Connecting  Carriers  after  Decision. 
Special  Service  for  Perishable  Freight. 

At  a  hearing  of  tliis  Case  upon  its  merits,  the  Commission  proscribed 
the  freight  rate  upon  i)eaches  in  car-load  lots,  from  New  Jersey  and 
the  Delaware  peninsula,  to  Boston.  Massachusetts.  One  of  the 
d(»fendants  Hied  a  motion  for  rehearing,  based  upon  the  claim  that 
some  of  the  other  defendants  construed  the  decision  of  the  Commis- 
sion as  justifying  them  in  insisting  that  the  freight  charge  prescribed 
should  be  divided  among  the  carders  on  a  mileage  basis  merely: 
Held,  Tlwxt  the  former  decision  of  the  Commission  could  not  be  fairly 
construed  as  juEtifying  the  claim  that  the  single  freight  chai^ 
between  the  interstate  points  should  bo  divided  on  a  mileage  basis 
merely:  that  many  of  the  considerations  which  induced  the  fixing  of 
an  increased  rate  for  the  special  service  were  peculiar  to  the  Pennsyl- 
vania Railroad  Company,  and  in  which  the  other  carriers  east  of  the 
llarh'ni  River  did  not  F)articipate :  that,  under  the  pleadings  and 
evide!ic»>  in  this  case  the  Commission  could  only  proscribe  a  single 
rate  for  tlic  service  as  an  entirety,  to  be  reasonably  and  fairly  divided 
anioii^'  Mm  several  carriers  by  themselves:  tiiat,  the  motion  for  a 
rc-hcarinj,'  he  overrules  I. 

Boston  I^'niit  tt  Produce  Exchange  v.  New  York  k  New  Kngland  Rail- 
road Co.  it  >il.     Re  Application  of  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Co.,  1. 
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2.  Divisions  between  Connecting  Roads. 

While  a  complainant  has  no  interest  in  the  decision  the  defendants 
made  between  themselves,  and  it  does  not  determine  what  the  charge 
to  the  public  must  be,  yet  the  division  is  not  without  significance  in 
determining  what  are  reasonable  rate^  for  the  whole  distance  on  the 
lines  in  question. 

Railroad  Commission  of  Florida  v.  Savannah,  Florida  &  Western  Rail- 
way Co.  etal.,  13,  136. 

Divisions  of  a  joint  rate  among  the  carriers  are  sometimes  inquired  into 
for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining,  from  the  divisions,  whether  a  rate 
unreasonable  in  itself  may  not  be  traced  to  the  inequality  of  such 
divisions. 

Perry  v.  Florida  Central  &  Peninsular  Railroad  Co.  et  al.,  97. 

The  question  involved  herein  is  the  through  rate  affected  by  the  arbi- 
trary differential,  and  divisions  of  the  through  rate  accruing  to  the 
difft>rent  roads  need  not  be  considered,  nor  are  possible  rate  com- 
binations properly  comparable  with  the  through  rate,  except  for 
limited  purposes.  It  can  make  no  difference  to  the  shipper  or  the  public 
how  carri^^rs  adjust  between  themselves  the  expense  of  lighterage  paid 
out  of  the  through  rate  to  New  York. 

Toledo  Produce  P^xchange  v.  Lake  Shore  &  Michigan  Southern  Railway 
Co.  etal.,  16G. 

Kemble  r.  Lake  Shore  &  Michigan  Southern  Railway  Co.,  et  al.j  166. 

• 

When  the  reasonableness  or  relative  reasonableness  of  charges  is  chal- 
lenged, everj'  material  consideration  which  enters  into  the  making  of 
such  charges,  including  the  apportionment  thereof  to  connecting 
roads  in  a  through  line,  is  pertinent  to  the  inquiry. 

James  &  Abbot  r.  Canadian  Pacific  Railway  Co.  et  al.,  612. 

3.  What  CoxsTrruTEs  the  Tiiijough  ok  Acjoueoate  Charge. 

Where  freight  passiis  over  a  continuous  line  or  route  operated  by  more 
than  one  company  on  which  no  joint  tariff  of  rates  or  charges  has 
been  established,  the  tariff  of  rates  Or  charges  is  the  sum  of  the 
established  local  rates  or  charges  of  tlie  several  companies  operating 
such  continuous  line. 

Lehniaiiii,  lligginson  &  Co.  v,  Texas  &  Pacific  Railroad  Co.  et  al.,  44 

The  tot{U  rate  for  through  carriage  over  two  or  more  lines,  whether 
made  by  the  addition  of  established  locals,  or  of  through  and  local 
rates,  or  upon  a  less  proportionate  basis,  is  the  through  rate  that  is 
subject  to  scrutiny  by  the  regulating  authority' :  how  the  rate  is  made 
is  only  material  as  bearing  upon  the  legality  of  the  aggregate  charge, 
and  how  any  reduction  may  be  accomplished  is  matter  for  the  carriers 
to  determine  among  themselves. 

Railroad  Commission  of  Georgia  v.  Clyde  Steamship  Co.  et  al.y  324. 

When  a  local  rate  from  a  given  point  is  alleged  unreasonable,  but  it 
appears  from  the  record  that  such  local  rate  is  also  a  proportion  of 
through  rates  from  that  point,  and  as  such  is  the  real  subject  of  con- 
troversy, the  complaint  should  be  directed  against  the  aggregate 
through  rate,  not  th(»  share  received  by  any  initial  carrier,  and  all  the 
carriers  composing  the  through  line  are  necessary  parties. 

Chamber  of  Coninierce  of  Minneapolis  t.  Great  Northern  Railway  Co. 
ft  fjL,  .571. 

This  traflic  from  Tecuiiisch,  ^lich.  for  Kansas  City.  Missouri,  is  taken  in 
Wabash  cars  to  lvd<-i  St.  Louis.  Illinois,  under  the  Official  Classiflccu 
tion  and  joint  through  rate  of  defendant  carriers,  and  from  East  St. 
Louis  the  carriage  is  continued  in  th(»  same  cars  to  Kansas  City  under 
th»»  Western  Classilication  and  the  tariff  rate  on  the  Wabash  road. 
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but  tho  carriage  is  conlimious,  and  there  is  bnt  one  through  shipment 
and  one  through  «;harg»»  from  T«wumseh  to  the  point  of  destination. 
T«>cum8ch  Cel«Ty  ('o.  v.  Cincinnati,  Jaclcson  &  Maclcinaw  Railway  Co.» 
a  at.,  063. 

S«*<»  Common  Contuol,  Management  ok  Akkanoement. 


THROUGH  I{OUTP:s  and  TIIIIOUGII  RATES. 
Set'  Common  Control,  Management  oii   Akkangemknt;    Throcgh  Rates. 

TILVFFIC. 

1.  Bakley. 

Duchanan  v.  Northern  Pacritic  liuilroad  Co.,  7. 

2.  Bkkk. 

G<jrke  Hrewing  (-o.  v.  I^ouiaville  &  Nashville  Railroad  Co.  et  ai.,  596. 

'fi.  Beiumes. 

Perry  v.  Florida  Central  &  Peninsular  Railroad  Co.  ft  al,^  97. 
Ilislng  et  al.  v.  Savannah,  Florida  &  Western  Railway  Co.  et  aL,  120. 

4.  Bl'ttek. 

Jjincoln  Creamery  v.  Union  Pacitte  Railway  Co..  166. 

5.  Celery. 

Tecuniseh  Celery  Co.  v.  Cincinnati,  Jackson  &  Mackinaw  Railway  Co. 
etaL,m:i 

0.  Class  FKEUiiiTs. 

Toleilo  Produce  Exchange  v.  Lake  Shore  &  Michigan  Southern  Railway 

Co.  ttoL,  166. 
Iveinble  v.  Lake  Shore  &  Michigan  Southern  Railway  Co.  et  cU.y  166. 
Railroad  Commission  of  Georgia  «.  C'lyde  Steamship  Co.  et  al.,  824. 
Merchants  Union  of  Spokane  Falls  r.  Northern  Paclflo  Railroad  Co. 
et  al.y  478. 

7.  Coal. 

Macloon  v.  Chicago  &  Northwestern  Railway  Co.,  84. 
In  rt  Ti-ansportHtion  of  Coal  by  the  Louisville  &  Nashville  Railroad 
Co.,  466. 

8.  Egos. 

Rrownell  v,  Columbus  &  Cincinnati  Midland  Railroad  Co.  etaL^  688. 

\).  FLorii. 

Hezol  Milling  Co.  v.  St.  Louis,  Alton  &  Terre  Ilaute  lUillroad  Co.  etaL^ 

(.'hamber  of  Commerce  of  Minneapolis  i\  Great  Northern  Railway  Co. 
ft  al.j  571. 

10.  FiRNrrrRE. 

Murphy,  VVasey  &  Co.  r.  Wabash  Railroad  Co.,  et  cU.,  122. 
Potior  .Manufacturing  Co.  r.  Chicago  &  Grand  Trunk  Railway  Co.  et  <U,y 
014. 

11,  General  FiiEKinr. 

liailroad  Commission  of  Florida  r.  Savannah,  Florida  &  Western  Rail- 
way Co.  ttai,  13,  136. 

Railroad  Commission  of  Georgia  /•.  Clyde  Steamship  Co.  et  al.,  824. 

Board  of  Trade  of  Chattanooga  v.  East  Tenm?ssee,  Virginia  &  Georgia 
Kaihvay  Co.  tt  aL,  •'546. 
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12.  Lumber. 

Eau  Claire  Board  of  Trade  v.  Chicago,  Milwaukee  &  St.  Paul  Railway 

Co.  etal.,  204. 
James  &  Abbot  v.  Canadian  Pacific  Railway  Co.  et  al.^  612. 

13.  Market  Produce. 

Delaware  State  Grange  v.  New  York,  Philadelphia  &  Norfolk  Railroad 

Co.  etal,  161. 
Tecumseh  Celery  Co.  v.  Cincinnati,  Jackson  &  Mackinaw  Railway  Co. 

etal.,  663. 

14.  Melons. 

Loud  v.  South  Carolina  Railway  Co.  et  al.,  529. 

15.  Oranges. 

Railroad  Commission  of  Florida  v,  Savannah,  Florida  &  Western  Rail- 
way Co.  et  at. ,  13,  136. 

16.  Passenger. 

In  re  Carriage  of  Persons  Free  or  at  Reduced  Rates  by  the  Boston  & 

Maine  Railroad  ('o.,  09. 
Ilarvev  v.  Louisville  &  Nashville  Railroad  Co.,  153. 

17.  Peaches. 

Boston  Fruit  &  Produce  Exchange  v.  New  Yoak  &  New  England  Rail- 
road Co.  et  al.    Re  Application  of  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Co.,  1. 

18.  Perishable  Freight. 

Boston  Fruit  «&  Produce  Exchange  v.  New  York  &  New  England  Rail- 
road C-o.,  et  al..  Re  Application  of  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Co.  1. 

Railroad  Commission  of  Florida  i?.  Savannah,  Florida  &  Western  Rail- 
way Co.,  et  al.,  13,  130. 

Perry  t.  Florida  Central  «fc  Peninsular  Railroad  Co.,  et  al.,  97. 

Rising  et  al,  v.  Savannah,  Florida  &  Western  Railway  Co.,  et  al.\  120. 

Delaware  State  Grange  v.  Now  York,  Philadelphia  &  Norfolk  Railroad 
Co.,  et  al.,  101. 

LouJ  V.  South  Carolina  Railway  Co..  et  al.,  529. 

Brownell  v.  Columbus  &  Cincinnati  Midland  Railroad  Co.,  et  al.,  638. 

Tecumsoh  Celery  Co.  r.  Cincinnati,  Jackson  &  Mackinaw  Railway  Co., 
et  al.,  063. 

10.  Petroleum  and  its  Products. 

Rice  c.  Ciiicimiati,  Washington  &  Baltimore  Railroad  Co.,  et  al,  193. 

Rice  V.  Louisville  &  Nashville  Railroad  Co.,  193. 

Indopeudeut  Ueflners  Association  v.  Western  New  York  &  Pennsylvania 

Railroad  Co.,  et  al.,  415. 
Indepeiuh^nt  Refiners  Association  v.  Pennsylvania  R.R.  Co.,  et  al.,  415. 
Parkhurst  r.  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Co.,  et  al.,  635. 
Nicolai  r.  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Co.,  et  al.,  035. 
Rice  v.  St.  Louis  Southwestern  Railway  Co.,  et  al.,  660. 

20.  Salt. 

Aiitiiony  Salt  Co.  r.  St.  Louis  &  San  Francisco  Railway  Co.,  299, 

21.  Shin(}les. 

James  k  Abbot  v.  Canadian  Pacific  Railway  Co.,  et  al.,  612. 

22.  Spring  Bed  and  Mattress  ^Iaterial. 

Murphy,  Wasey  &  Co.  p.  Wabash  Railroad  Co.,  et  al.,  122. 

23.  Sugar. 

Lehmann,  lligginson  &  Co.  v.  Texas  &  Pacific  Railway  Co.,  et  al.,  44. 
Ka worth  v.  Northern  Pacific  Railioad  Co.,  234. 

24.  Wheat. 

Buchanan  v.  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Co.,  7. 

Chamber  of  Commerce  of  Minneapolis  v.  Great  Northern  Railway  Co., 
et  (iL,  571. 
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TRAFFIC  ASSOCIATION. 

Filing  of  Tariffs  By. 

Lehmann,  Higginson  &  Co.  v.  Texas  &  Pacific  Railway  Co.,  et  o^.,  44. 

TRANSPORTATION. 

Seo  Traffic;    Car-Loads  and  Less  Than  Car-Loads;    3Iixed  Car-Loads; 

Special  Service. 

UNJUST  DISCRIMINATION. 

1.  Between  Localities. 

Several  railway  companies  forming  a  continuous  through  line  carried 
certain  trafllc  to  the  terminal  point,  at  a  30  cent  rate,  and  for  the 
same  rate  to  an  iiitermediato  point,  and  to  a  point  on  a  branch  line 
more  distant  than  the  said  interme<liate,  but  less  distant  than  said 
terminal  point,  thoy  maintained  a  rate  of  43  cents  on  the  like  traffic: 
Ileldj  That  tho  roads  might  lawfully  maintain  the  same  rate  at  the  in- 
termediato  and  terminal  points,  and  that  some  higher  rate  might  be 
maintained  to  the  branch  line  point  oiT  the  direct  through  line  without 
unjust  discrimination.  Held  further^  That  as  to  the  branch  line  point 
the  complainant  was  entitled  to  a  refund  of  amount  paid  in  excess  of  a 
reasonable  rate. 

Lehmann,  Higginson  &  Co.  v.  Texas  &  Pacific  Railway  Co.,  ^  o^.,  44. 

2.  Free  Cartage  and  Side  Track  Delivery. 

For  the  carrier  to  pay  the  larger  expense  of  the  transportation  of  a  re- 
mote shipper's  mercliandise  to  tlie  station,  and  not  to  pay  the  less  ex- 
pense of  such  transportation  of  the  nearer  shipper's  merchandise, 
would  i)e  the  equivalent  of  a  rebate  to  the  former,  the  railroad  service 
proper  being  the  same  to  each  and  at  the  same  rate;  nor  would  it  be 
treating  all  patrons  with  statutable  equality  to  bear  a  part  of  the 
cartage  exp^^nse  for  one  shipper  and  not  bear  a  part  of  It  for  another. 

Ilezel  Milling  Co.,  v.  St.  Louis,  Alton  &  Terre  Haute  R.R.  Co.,  et  al.,  57. 

3.  Rates  for  the  transportation  of  fiour  originating  at  St.  Louis  or  East  St. 

Louis  and  shippeci  over  defendants*  lines  are  the  same,  and  such  flour 
is  forwarded  by  the  first  named  defendant  from  its  receiving  station 
in  East  St.  Louis.  Shippers  in  St.  Louis  deliver  flour  to  rail  or  wagon 
transfer  companies  at  their  stations  in  St.  Louis,  and  defendants  t^u' 
the  cost  of  transft^r  to  said  receiving  station,  the  average  being  about 
six  cents  per  barrel,  or  St.  Louis  shippers  sometimes  deliver  to  the 
wagon  transfer  company  at  their  mill  doors,  and  then  bear  half  of  the 
cartage  (expense  by  wagon,  the  defendants  the  other  half.  Petitioner, 
who  is  a  manufacturer  and  shipper  of  flour  over  defendants*  lines  in 
competition  with  St.  Louis  millers,  teams  fiour  from  its  mill  about 
one-half  a  mile  to  said  receiving  station  at  East  St.  Louis  at  a  oost  of 
six  cents  a  barrel,  or  loads  it  on  cars  furnished  by  the  defendants  on  a 
sidt>  traclc  contiguous  to  said  mill  at  a  cost  of  about  three  cents  a 
barrel,  being  require<l  to  so  load  such  cars  that  the  lot  for  the  nearest 
station  is  plactnl  in  the  forward  part  of  the  train,  and  lots  for  other 
stations  are  arranged  consecutively,  according  to  distance,  and  also 
being  required  to  clean  and  repair  said  cars  before  using.  Jfleld,  That 
on  fiour  dostinod  to  points  outside  the  State  which  the  Initial  carrier 
re(iiie8t«  petitioner  to  haul  to  its  station,  or  which  petitioner  Is  com- 
p(»llod  to  haul  thorn  by  reason  of  proper  cars  not  being  furnished  on 
said  side  track  for  loading,  petitioner  is  entitled  to  a  reduction  of  six 
conts  a  bjirrol  from  rates  in  force  so  long  as  defendants  bear  that 
aiuoinit  of  tho  cost  of  oarta^e  for  other  shippers.  IJM^  further^  That 
dofjMidiints'  rule  re<iuiring  i)etitioner  to  clean  and  repair  cars  furnished 
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on  said  side  track  is  unreasonable,  but  the  requirement  that  petitioner 
shall  load  such  cars  according  to  stations  is,  in  view  of  counter  advan- 
tages,  not  unreasonable,  and  rates  on  flour  loaded  by  petitioner  in 
properly  cleaned  and  repaired  cars  so  furnished  are,  upon  the  facts, 
properly  the  same  as  rates  in  force  on  shipments  of  flour  originating 
in  St.  Louis. — Jb, 

With  reference  to  the  transportation  of  flour  defendants  seem  to  treat 
St.  Louis  and  East  St.  Louis  as  a  single  business  community ;  there- 
fore,  they  cannot  complain  if  this  case  is  determined  upon  that  theory. 
Taking  petitioner's  flour  in  cars  from  its  mill  is  presumably  equal,  in 
value  to  its  expense  of  hauling  by  team  ;  therefore,  petitioner  cannot 
complain  that  the  carriers  bear  a  portion  oJ  the  cartage  expense  of  the 
St.  Louis  millers  equal  to  the  benefit  it  receives  from  being  able  to 
deliver  on  the  side  track  at  its  mill.  Questions  arising  under  a  prac- 
tice of  partial  or  absolute  free  carriage,  or  growing  out  of  the  exis- 
tence of  side  tracks  to  shippers'  doors,  must  depend  largely  for 
solution  on  the  particular  circumstance  of  each  case. — Ih. 

4.  Free  Passes  and  Free  Transportation.     Construction. 

Ui)on  the  facts  found  in  this  case,  Held,  That  the  second  section  of  the 
Act  prohibits  the  giving  of  free  transportation  to  the  persons  embraced 
within  the  classes  first  above  named ;  that  a  carrier  is  bound  to  charge 
equally  to  all  persons  regardless  of  their  relative  individual  standing 
in  the  community;  that  the  words,  "under  substantially  similar  cir- 
cumstances and  conditions,"  relate  to  the  nature  and  character  of  the 
service  renderod  by  the  carrier,  and  not  to  the  official,  social  or  busi- 
ness position  of  the  passenger;  that  section  twenty-two  of  the  Act  is 
exceptive  in  < 'ha racier  and  only  applies  to  the  persons  and  subjects 
expressly  specified  therein. 

///  re  Carriage  of  P<»rsons  Free  or  at  Reduced  Rates,  by  the  Boston  and 
Maine  liailroad  Co.,  69. 

The  action  of  the  defendant,  in  granting  to  members  of  the  City  Council 
of  New  Orleans  and  the  <'lerk  of  that  body,  on  account  of  their  official 
positions,  free  transportation  as  passengers  over  all  or  some  portion 
of  its  int«?rstiit(>  lines,  violates  the  Act  to  regulate  commerce  and  is 
unlawful.    Case  of  Jhtstini  d-  Maln§  Railroad  Co.  approved  and  followed. 

llai'\-cv  r.  Louisville  &  Nashville  liailroad  Co.,  lo3. 

5.  CoNsirjcTioN. 

The  second,  third  and  fourth  sections  of  the  Act  to  regulate  commerce 
compared  with  provisions  in  English  statutes.  English  decisions  ex- 
amined, and  the  fre(iuent  citation  of  such  decisions  to  influence  cases 
in'ought  under  greatly  dissimilar  statutory'  provisions  in  this  country, 
witliout  regard  to  (lifferences  in  facts,  time,  extent  of  country  and 
methods  of  trade  and  transportation,  considered  and  criticised. 

liailroad  Commission  of  (Jeorgia  t?.  Clyde  Steamship  Co.,  el  nl.,  324. 

0.  Different  Proportions  of  Throigu  Rates  for  Similar  Service. 

The  qu(,'siion  involv«Ml  herein  is  the  through  rate  as  affected  by  the  arbi- 
trary (lift'enMitial,  and  divisions  of  the  through  rate  accruing  to  the 
(lilTereiit  roads  need  not  V)e  considered,  nor  are  possible  rate  (combina- 
tions properly  comparable  with  the  through  rate,  except  for  limited 
puiposes. 

Toledo  Produce  Exchangi'  c.  Lake  Shore  &  Michigan  Southern  Railway 
Co.,  tt  (iL,  1()(). 

Kemble  r.  Lake  Shore  it  Michigan  Southern  Railway  Co.,  et  at,  166. 

7.    P^gni'MENT.         S!IIIM'KH^'    CaRS.         EXCLUSIVE    U.SE.        RaTES.         DiTTY    OF 

Commission. 
Tlie  Commission  {)ossesses  no  authority  to  compel  carriers,  suject  to  its 
jurisdiction,  to  provide  any  particular  kind  of  cars  or  other  special 
equipment,  but.  in  the  absence  of  adequate  ecjuipment,  freely  afforded 
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to  all  patrons  alike,  carriers  should  so  adjust  rates  between  those  who 
can  and  thoso  who  cannot  furnish  their  own  conveyance,  that  in  the 
relative  charges  to  each  there  shall  bo  no  discrimination  against  the 
dependent  shipper. 

Rice  '0.  Cincinnati.  Washington  &,  Baltimore  Railroad  Co.,  et  aLy  193. 

Rico  c.  I^ouisville  &  Nashville  Railroad  Co.,  193. 

It  is  the  duty  of  th<i  carrier  to  equip  its  road  with  the  means  of  trans- 
portation, and,  in  the  absence  of  exceptional  conditions,  those  means 
must  be  open  impartially  to  all  shippers  of  lilte  traffic. 

Independent  Refiners  Association  v.  Western  New  York  &  Pennsylvania 
Railroad  Co.,  et  al.,  415. 

.  Ownership  of  a  car  rented  to  a  carrier,  and  for  the  use  of  which  the 
carrier  pays  a  full  consideration,  does  not  of  itself  entitle  the  owner  to 
exclusive  use  of  such  car,  and,  if  the  owner  may  in  the  contract  of  hiie 
to  the  carrier,  stipulate  for  the  exclusive  use  of  the  car,  it  must  be 
upon  such  tenns  as  shall  not  constitute  an  unjust  discrimination 
against  shippers  of  like  traffic  in  cars  owned  by  the  carrier  and  who 
are  excluded  from  the  use  of  the  car  so  hired. — lb. 

8.  Tank  and  Bakubl  Tkansportation  of  Petroleum. 

An  allegation  of  unjust  discrimination  resulting  from  shipments  of  oil  in 
tank  cars  owned  by  the  shipper,  and  low  return  rates  on  cotton  seed 
oil  and  turpentine  in  the  same  tanks,  in  connection  with  mileage  paid 
for  use  of  tank  cars,  cannot  be  sustained  without  evidence  showing 
mutuality  of  interest  between  the  two  classes  of  shippers  or  the  pay- 
ment of  excessive  car  mileage. 

Rice  V.  Cincinnati,  Washington  &  Baltimore  Railroad  Co.,  et  oZ.,  198. 

Rulings  based  upon  special  facts  and  local  conditions  are  not  to  be  re- 
garded as  formulated  precepts  for  general  obser\'ance.  A  regulation 
which  promotes  fairness  and  relative  equality  where  the  carriage  of  oil 
is  confined  to  tank  and  barrel  shipments  might  be  an  unjust  and  op- 
pressive requirement  where  4-5  of  the  transportation  is  affected  by 
another  mode.  The  question  in  these  cases  of  free  carriage  of  barrels 
in  petroleum  shipments  is  not  now  decided. — lb. 

The  practice  of  allowing  the  tank  shipper  an  arbitrai-y  deduction  of  42 
gallons  per  tank  car  is  wholly  indefensible.  Losses  from  leakage  and 
evaporation  are  not  less  proportionally  when  the  shipment  is  made  in 
barrels,  and  no  circumstance  is  discovered  or  reason  advanced  which 
justifies  a  concession  of  that  nature  to  the  shipper  who  furnishes  his 
own  conveyance,  when  no  corresponding  allowance  is  made  to  a  rival 
shipper  using  the  means  of  transportation  provided  by  the  carrier. -/&. 

Where  oil  is  transported  by  the  carrier  both  in  barrels  and  'tank  cars, 
and  the  use  of  the  tank  ears  is  not  open  to  shippers  impartially,  but  is 
practically  limited  to  one  class  of  shippers,  the  charge  for  the  barrel 
package  in  barrel  shipments  in  the  absence  of  a  corresponding  charge 
on  tank  shipments,  resulting  in  a  greater  cost  of  transportation  to  the 
shipper  in  barrels  and  on  like  quantities  of  oil  between  like  points  of 
shipment  destination  than  to  the  tank  shipper,  is  a  discrimination 
againt  the  former  in  favor  of  the  latter,  for  which  no  legal  justiflcation 
has  been  shown  in  these  cases. 

Independent  Rellners  Association  v.  Western  New  York  k  Pennsylvania 
Railroad  Co. ,  et  al. ,  415. 

9,  Transportation  of  Petroletm.     Partial  Concession  of  Relief. 
8ome  of  the  grievances  alleged  in  the  comi>laint  were  subsequently 

remov(»d  by  deftMuiants  as  a  result  of  the  Commission's  order  in  other 
cii.ses.  The  other  charges  were  denied  by  tiie  defendants  in  their  veri- 
fied answi»rs.  and  that  d«Miial  was  fortiliod  by  the  positive  teetlmonvof 
witne-sses.     The  p<^titioner  did  not  appear  at  the  hearing,  though  duly 
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notified  thereof,  and  oftered  no  proof  in  support  of  the  information  and 
belief  upon  which  his  allegations  were  made.     Held,  That  as  to  these 
charges  the  complaint  must  be  dismissed. 
Rice  V.  St.  Louis  Southwestern  Railway  Co.,  et  a/.,  660. 

10.  Between  Localities. 

Section  2  of  the  "Act  to  regulate  commerce,"  forbidding  unjust  discrim- 
ination,  applies  even  in  cases  where  a  departure  from  the  **long  and 
short  haul  rule  *'  of  the  statute  is  shown  to  be  authorized,  and  the 
right,  if  established,  of  making  the  greater  charge  for  the  short  haul, 
does  not  justify  a  disparity  in  rates  so  great  as  to  result  in  unjust 
discrimination. 

Raworth  v.  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Co.,  234. 

The  facts  that  the  rates  to  the  longer  distance  point  cannot  be  raised 
without  a  loss  of  the  traffic  involved,  and  that  the  rates  to  both  the 
long  distance  point  and  the  short  distance  point  are  not  imreasonable 
in  themselves,  do  not  justify  a  disparity  in  such  rates  resulting  in  un- 
just discrimination  as  against  the  shorter  distance  point. — lb. 

11.  Discount  from  Coal  Tariff  to  Manufacturers. 

The  practice  abandoned  by  the  respondent  of  arbitrarily  determining 
what  persons  should  receive  the  so-called  "manufacturers*  rates,"  was 
a  clear  violation  of  the  Act  to  regulate  commerce. 

In  the  Matter  of  Alleged  Unlawful  Charges  for  the  Transportation  of 
Coal  by  the  Louisville  &  Nashville  Railroad  Co.,  466. 

12.  Through  Improper  Differences  Between  Long  and  Short  Haul  Rates 

No  article  should  be  carried  to  terminal  points  on  commodity  rates, 
which,  if  the  class  rates  were  imposed  would  still  seek  rail  rather  than 
water  transportation,  and  any  violation  of  this  rule  is  unjust  discrimi- 
nation, against  the  intermediate  town  compelled  to  pay  the  higher 
class  rate  on  the  same  article. 

Merchants  Union  of  Spokane  Falls  t.  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Co.,  et 
al.,  478. 

13.  Between  Commodities. 

A  rate  on  a  particular  class  of  goods  which  is  unreasonable  or  discrimi- 
natory in  itself,  is  not  justifiable  on  the  ground  that  the  same  rate  is 
given  another  (and  in  this  case  a  competitive)  class  of  goods  and  as 
applied  to  the  latter  is  liberal  and  advantageous. 

Potter  Manufacturing  Co.  v.  Chicago  and  Grand  Trunk  Railway  Co., 
et  al.,  014. 

14.  Commodities. 

For  that  i)ortion  of  its  lino  over  which  the  Western  Classification  is  in 
force,  the  Wabash  road  should  class  celery  with  caulifiower,  asparagus, 
lettuce,  green  peas,  string  beans,  oyster  plant,  egg  plant,  and  other 
vegetables  enumerated  in  Class  C  of  that  classification,  rather  than 
with  berries,  peaches,  grapes,  and  other  fruits  specified  in  Class  III. 
thereof,  and  the  (lefendants  should  transport  celery  from  Tecumseh  to 
Kansas  City  at  no  higher  ratt.'  per  car-load  than  they  charge  for  carry- 
ing a  car-load  quantity  of  any  of  said  other  vegetables  named  In  Class 
C  aforesaid ;  and  niix(^d  car-loads  of  celery  and  caulifiower  or  other 
vegetables  specified  in  Class  C'  of  the  Western  Classification,  should  be 
transported  by  the  defendants  from  Tecumseh  to  Kansas  City  at  no 
higher  rate  per  car-load  than  they  charge  for  carrying  a  car-load quan- 
tity  of  either  of  said  vegetable  articles  embi*aced  in  that  class. 

Tecumseh  Celery  Co.  v.  Cincinnati,  Jackson  &,  Mackinaw  Railway  Co., 
etal,  603. 
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15.  Car-Load  and  Less  Than  Car-Load  Classifioation.  Labgb  and  Small 
Shippers.     Burden  of  Proof.    £gG8. 

When  an  article  moves  In  sufficient  volume  and  the  demands  of  com- 
merce  will  be  better  served,  it  is  reasonable  to  give  a  lower  classifi- 
cation for  car-loads  than  that  which  is  applied  to  less  than  oar-load 
quantities,  but  the  difference  in  such  classification  should  not  be  so 
wide  as  to  be  destructive  to  competition  between  large  and  small 
dealers.  Thurber  v.  New  York  Central  &  Hudson  River  Railroad  Co. 
3  I.  C.  C.  Kep.  473,  cited  and  re-afflrmed.  The  Justice  of  the  claim  for 
a  lower  rating  on  car-load  lots  can  only  be  determined  upon  the  facts 
in  each  case. 

Browncll  v.  Columbus  &  Cincinnati  Midland  Railroad  Co.,  et  aL,  638. 

When  on  complaint  of  a  car-load  shipper  unjust  discrimination  is  alleged 
to  result  from  «M][ual  Vates  on  car-load  and  less  than  car-load  quantiUes 
of  the  same  commodity,  the  burden  of  proof  is  upon  the  complainant. 
—lb. 

Upon  complaint  alleging  unjust  discrimination  against  car-load  shippers 
of  eggs  in  favor  of  shippers  in  less  than  car-loads,  it  appeared  that 
undor  ttio  **offi<;ial  classifioation  "*  eggs  take  second  class  rates  for 
car-load  or  less  quantities;  that  the  commodity  is  carried  In  refriger- 
atoi  cars:  that  for  car-load  shipments  ice  to  the  amount  of  6,000  lbs. 
is  furnished  by  tiie  carrier  without  extra  charge ;  that  less  than  car- 
load shipments  are  taken  from  local  stations  in  '*pick-up'*  cars  to  dis- 
tributing points  and  forwarded  in  car-loads  to  New  York  and  other 
large  murketH ;  that  notwithstanding  ttio  spHicial  facilities  afforded  to 
small  shipments  by  tlie  carriers,  the  large  d<;alers  control  88  per  cent, 
of  the  trafilc.  Held^  Upon  all  tlie  facts  in  the  case,  that  no  unjust  dis- 
crimination results  to  t!ie  car-load  shipper  from  the  equal  rating  of 
car-load  and  less  than  c^r-load  lots  and  the  special  service  rendered  in 
gathering  and  forwarding  small  shipments,  and  the  complaint  should 
therefore  be  dismissed. — lb. 

Power  of  concentrated  business  interests  to  force  concessions  in  trans- 
portation rates  which  operate  to  the  disadvantage  of  the  general 
public  discussed. — lb. 


WATER  AND  RAIL  LINES. 

Common  Arrangement  for  Continuous  Carriage  and  Shipment.     Lines 

Formed  hy  Stkamship  and  State  I^ailroad. 
Railroad  Commission  of  Florida  v.  Savannah,  Florida  &  Western  Rail- 

waj  Co.,  e  nl..  13,  136. 
Railroad  Commission  of  Georgia  v.  Clyde  Steamship  Co.,  et  cU.,  384. 
Board  of  Trade  of  Chattanooga  v.  East  Tennessee,  Viiglnis  &  (Georgia 

Railway  Co.,  H  al.,  546. 

See  Common    Control,    Management   or   Arrangement,  2, 4.     Throdou 

Rates,  3. 


WATER  COMPETITION. 

Rico  P.  Louisville  &  Nashville  Railroad  Co.,  193. 

Raworth  v.  Northern  Pacilic  Railroad  Co. .  234. 

Eau  Clairo  Board  of  Trade  v.  Chicago,  Milwaukee  &  St.  Paul  Railway 

C:o.   (tuL,  !2(>4. 
Anthony  Salt  Co.  v.  Missouri  Pacific  Railway  Co.,  209. 
In  t'f  Transportation  of  Coal  by  the  Louisville  &  Nashville  R.R.Co.  466. 
Menrhantsi  Union  of  Spokane  Falls  v.  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Co., 

et  al.j  478. 
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Board  of  Trade  of  Chattanooga  v.  East  Tennessee,  Virginia  &  Qeorgia 

Railway  Co.,  «i  al.,  546. 
James  &  Abbot  v.  Canadian  Pacific  Railway  Co.,  et  al.j  612. 

See  Competition,  1,  2,  3, 4, 5, 10;  Long  and  Short  Haul  Provision,  2, 8, 8, 9; 
Water  and  Rail  Lines  ;  Preference  or  Advantage,  10. 

WHEAT. 

Buchanan  v.  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Co.,  7. 

Chamber  of  Commerce  of  Minneapolis  v.  Great  Northern  Railway  Co., 
etal.y  571. 

WORDS  AND  PHRASES. 

See  **CoMMON  Control,  Management  or  Arrangement  fob  Continuous 
Carriage  or  Shipment  ; "  **  Circumstances  and  Conditions  ; "  **Like 
Kind  of  Traffic  ; "  **  Joint  Freight  Tariff  ;  "Definitions. 
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